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Abstract
Abstract
Since the 1970s, energy efficiency programmes have formed an integral part of the
UK's strategy to reduce energy consumption in the home. From the outset, individual
programme elements, such as approaches to behaviour change, were subject to some
research but programmes were often criticized for failing to achieve large-scale
participation. Even now, few comprehensive and cross-disciplinary examinations of
people's perceptions of existing programmes have been carried out. This thesis sought
to investigate, from the homeowners' perspectives, the efficacy of these programmes: it
reviewed pro-environmental behaviour change theories and identified energy
programmes' key aspects before proposing an evidence-based theoretical framework
for the design of future programmes.
Primary data were collected from 721 homeowners participating or enquiring about
current programmes by means of a questionnaire, which enabled the identification of
motivating and hindering factors and programmes' features that encourage/discourage
homeowners' participation. Fifty semi-structured interviews clarified issues affecting
homeowners' decisions whether or not to participate. The empirical data enabled the
assessment of programmes using two rating scales: the first identified the level of
significance of the barriers and motivators to homeowners; the second measured how
successfully homeowners felt the programmes addressed them. The results were used
to develop a new framework to guide future programmes' design.
The findings show that while participating homeowners are generally satisfied with the
programmes, making the decision to participate is largely influenced by comprehensive
and holistic communication and the availability of a wide variety of measures and
economic incentives. The findings demonstrate that advice and education programmes
should form an intrinsic part of the more technical programmes, which should be much
more localized. Even though the empirical part of the study has been carried out before
the new government initiative 'Green Deal' was introduced, the research findings have
direct implications for its design and dissemination careful consideration must be given
to: who will administer the programme; how the current lack of trust in programmes and
funding bodies can be overcome; and how to ensure accurate two-way conversation.
x
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Introduction
"Never believe that a few caring people can't change the world. For,
indeed, that's all who ever have." (Margaret Mead)
Energy conservation at home has steadily gained in national and intemational
importance. The UK government, as one of its strategies, has created a number of
home energy efficiency programmes (herein referred to as energy efficiency
programmes, energy programmes or programmes) that aim to reduce energy
consumption in homes. However, evidence suggests that these are not working as
expected (e.g. Abrahamse et al., 2005, UK-GBC, 2008b). This research is therefore
concerned to investigate and provide explanation for low homeowners' participation
rates in current UK energy efficiency programmes. It evaluates programmes by
seeking homeowners' views about them rather than examining the programmes'
intended outcomes (e.g. behaviour change, levels of energy reduction). The
research identifies postulated barriers and motivators to participation emanating
from behaviour change and participation theories. It tests their validity empirically by
the use of a household questionnaire and semi-structured interviews based on 19
selected energy efficiency programmes. Research participants were asked to
comment on the postulated barriers and motivators and identify other factors that
hinder or encourage their participation. The empirical data was used to develop an
evidence-based theoretical framework, which can confidently be used by
programme designers to ensure future programmes avoid previous pitfalls. It is
important to note that the empirical part of the study has been undertaken before the
'Feed-in Tariff and the 'Green Deal' initiatives were introduced, but the research
findings have recommendations relevant to both. The research recognizes the
volume of existing research but identifies the lack of academic information readily
available to practitioners and therefore aims to bridge this gap by developing an
evidence-based framework for the design of potentially more successful, in terms of
participation, energy programmes. The following sections provide the rationale for
the research and the methods used in the course of the study.
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1.1. The Emergence of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
As early as the late 1970s the UK government acknowledged the importance of
energy conservation and launched its first-ever campaign called 'Save It' (1975)
(see for example Ritchie and McDougall, 1985), providing information to the public
on how to conserve energy and why it is important and the first insulation initiative
'Homes Insulation Scheme' (1978) (see for example Shorrock et al. 2005). However,
it was not until the early 1990s with the formation of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (1994) that energy conservation, as a part of the
wider agenda to combat climate change, rose to the top of governments' agendas.
The UK introduced the Home Energy Conservation Act in 1995 placing responsibility
on local authorities to reduce energy consumption and subsequent carbon dioxide
(C02) emissions from all types of housing within their jurisdictions. They were to
achieve a 30 per cent reduction of CO2 emissions firstly by offering incentives for
homeowners to improve the thermal insulation of their properties and insulating
social housing stock themselves; secondly local authorities were encouraged to
engage in raising public awareness on issues related to energy conservation and
promote programmes designed for homeowners.
In the international arena the Kyoto Protocol was agreed in 1997, imposing some
strict reduction targets on a whole range of greenhouse gases, including C02. Due
to its complex nature and political implications the Protocol was not ratified until
2005. However, the UK was preparing to meet its allocated target from the day it
signed up. It has therefore commissioned many scoping studies and addressed
energy conservation through an array of legislations and policies. To review all of
these is outside the scope of this study, but a brief overview of the most relevant
policies is provided. In 1993 the govemment, together with a number of private
organizations, formed the Energy Saving Trust (EST) and through it delivers advice
and information to the public. The EST has launched various advice campaigns
such as 'Are You Doing Your Bit?' (1998) and 'Act on CO2' (2007).
The physical condition of the UK's housing stock was addressed by the introduction
of regulations affecting larger utility companies who were obliged to invest in
domestic energy efficiency through the Energy Efficiency Standards of
2
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Performance (1994), superseded in 2002 by the Energy Efficiency Commitment 1
and 2 (2005) and in 2008 by the Carbon Emission Reduction Target (CERT). The
utility companies comply with the regulations by introducing investment programmes
focused on lighting, heating, appliances, and insulation, and, in more recent years,
renewable energy technology. In the year 2000 'Warm Front', the government
funded insulation and heating scheme for disadvantaged households, was launched
not only to improve the energy efficiency of a dwelling, but also to meet the UK's
target for reducing fuel poverty. In 2002 the government launched its first 'Major
Photovoltaic Demonstration Programme', followed in 2003 by the 'Clear Skies'
programme offering grants toward renewable energy technology not covered under
the photovoltaic programme. In 2006 all tried and tested (e.g. ground source heat
pump but not air source heat pump) technologies were amalgamated and a grant
was offered under the Low Carbon Building Programme.
Additionally, the EU Directive on Energy Labelling of White Goods (92175/EC,
replaced by 2010/30/EC) placed responsibility on manufacturers of, for example,
fridges and washing machines to display clearly the achieved energy efficiency of
their appliances. Owners of existing homes were also directly affected by the
revised Building Regulations Part L1B (2006) and the introduction of the 'Energy
Performance Certificate' (2008) that needs to be completed for every private home
prior to its sale.
1.2. Criticisms of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes Research
Energy efficiency programmes are designed to address objectives of specific
policies; therefore there are many available programmes throughout the UK. Whilst
sales and marketing experts support the notion that the offer of greater choice of
products creates more satisfied customers and leads to more sales, the same, as
suggested by research, does not appear to be true where energy programmes are
concerned. The recent consultation undertaken by the UK Green Building Council
(UK-GBC) (2008a) with industry experts and stakeholders, providing information for
the then forthcoming Low Carbon Homes strategy, suggests that there is perhaps
too much choice, which hinders homeowners from making the 'right' choice and
3
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often leads to them not participating at all. Many programme providers further
substantiate this suggestion by reporting their programmes as largely
undersubscribed.
Claims are often made throughout the literature that the sometimes insignificant
differences between programmes create even further uncertainty for homeowners,
which leads, again, to non-participation (see for example UK-GBC, 2oo8b). though
no empirical evidence exists to support this. As portrayed in the introduction, policies
evolve and priorities change and programmes alter accordingly, changing not only
their names, but also terms and conditions of participation. This, according to
practitioners (e.g. Davies, 2007, Baynham-Hughes, 2008), creates mistrust among
householders of organizations promoting programmes, reduces the credibility of the
promised, typically financial, support and causes undue disappointment for potential
participants. It is the first rule of business to keep customers happy, as a dissatisfied
customer is likely to tell eight to 10 people about his/her negative experience
(LeBoeuf, 2000), and, while the accepted rule of thumb does not specifically include
participants, it does not exclude them either. It is therefore reasonable to assume
that negative association with programmes might create a barrier to any future
involvement.
The government has long been criticized for lack of well thought-out and coherent
environmental policies (e.g. Agyeman and Evans, 2004, Lorenzoni et al., 2007). For
instance DEFRA was in charge of HECA whilst the Department of Trade and
Industry oversaw issues related to fuel poverty before the Department of Energy and
Climate Change was formed in 2008 and took the responsibility for most energy and
climate change issues. Nonetheless, the frequent changes in the government's
environmental and other priorities in the past had a negative effect on the availability
of funding for programmes, which created the feeling of mistrust among
householders (UK-GBC, 2008b).
Policy makers and programme providers use two clearly distinct approaches to try to
achieve energy conservation: improving the physical energy efficiency of a product
or dwelling; and changing behaviours through advice and education. Each approach
4
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is supported by a marketing campaign, which is designed to create awareness
leading to participation. The campaigns are, however, often criticized for using
inappropriate messages and images (see for example Mee et al., 2004, Nicholson-
Cole, 2005, Rodrigues, 2007). From the number of available energy efficiency
programmes it appears that politicians and practitioners favour programmes that
improve the energy efficiency of housing (e.g. increased level of insulation) and
appliances (e.g. A+ rated appliances). This may be because improved energy
efficiency delivers almost instant and greater energy savings (Abrahamse et al.,
2005), but is also tangible and progress is easier to monitor (Gregoire et al., 2007,
Hazzard and Brateng, 2007). For example, the Fuel Poverty strategy (2001) stated
that by the year 2004 800,000 people would be assisted through energy
programmes; the subsequent reports (e.g. OEFRA and OTI, 2005) provide figures
related to the number of people taking part in the Warm Front scheme, the amount
of money spent on assisting homeowners and the approximate energy and C02
emissions saved. A programme is deemed a success, according to programme
providers, once the assigned quota of people is reached or once the available
funding is spent (Manager of EEC1 Programme,2007).
Monitoring the success of advice and education programmes, however, could be an
extremely difficult and time-consuming process if, as Steg (2008) advocates, the
actual changes in behaviour are measured (Barata and Anderson, 2007, OEFRA,
2008, Pike, 2008). Steg (2008, p.4452) suggests a 'systematic evaluation' of
programmes which would determine whether an actual behaviour change occurred
by conducting 'before and after' studies. However valid Stag's point is, the proposed
studies would have to be carried out over a long period of time in order to determine
whether participants really changed their behaviour. The programme providers,
typically local authorities and utility companies, rarely have the expertise or the
resources to be able to carry out such extensive studies. Perhaps the simpler
approach would be for academics to study participants' reactions to interventions
and help practitioners design future programmes that address issues raised.
Although the process is likely to be complicated and lengthy, the UK-GBC findings
(2008b) reiterate the need to understand whether programmes lead to behaviour
change.
5
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As previously mentioned, the role of determining whether programmes change
people's behaviour is perhaps better suited to academics, who have already
undertaken numerous studies of various elements of programmes to date (see for
example Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Abrahamse et al., 2005, Lorenzoni et al., 2007,
Steg, 2008). The reviewed studies of primarily educational campaigns were found to
concentrate on ascertaining the causes of and barriers to behaviour change by
consulting established pro-environmental behaviour change theories (for example
the Value-Belief-Norm Theory, the Theory of Reasoned Action and the Value-
Action-Gap Theory), but did not consider how this theoretical knowledge can be
implemented in practice. Similarly, no evidence of studies of participants'
perceptions of the UK energy programmes were found and therefore no empirical
knowledge exists as to how these programmes could be improved to increase
participation. These are important omissions, which need to be addressed if energy
programmes are to continue to be the main delivery vehicle for policy objectives and
if domestic energy consumption is to be significantly reduced.
1.3. The Research Aim and Objectives
It has been established that energy programmes have a major role to play in
achieving the UK's national and international targets for carbon dioxide emission
reductions through domestic energy conservation, among other strategies. It has
also been established that, while it is accepted that energy efficiency programmes
are not reaching their potential in participant numbers, the understanding of why it is
so remains fragmented at best. Research on interventions has remained limited and
largely discipline-bound, based on theory rather than on examination of participants'
perceptions, and has contributed little to the improvement of energy programmes;
competing and frequently changing policy objectives have been equally unhelpful.
The aim of this research is therefore:
To investigate empirically, from homeowners' perspectives, the efficacy
of home energy effiCiency programmes.
6
Introduction: Chapter One
In order to achieve the aim four objectives were developed. The first objective is:
• To identify key factors that hinder as well as encourage, motivate and
facilitate homeowners' participation in intervention programmes.
A two-strand approach to address this objective was undertaken. Firstly, to identify,
through a review of published ideas and studies, factors (i.e. intervening factors or
variables, namely attitudes to the environment and demographic characteristics)
argued to influence (encourage and discourage) participation in energy
programmes. Secondly, to use these finding as a basis for the investigation and the
development of research instruments (a household questionnaire and semi-
structured interviews), which were used to gather data on homeowners' views of
programmes.
The second objective is concerned with the examination of existing energy
programmes and providing a logical and structured manner of explaining and
describing the nature of energy saving programmes. The objective therefore is:
• To identify and classify, in terms of key aspects, UK home energy
efficiency programmes aimed at encouraging households to reduce
energy consumption.
It is important to understand the key aspects of individual energy programmes
because this enables commonalities and differences between programmes to be
identified. This infonnation is essential as it allows homeowners' stated views to be
accurately linked to programmes and their aspects. Thus it facilitates the
subsequent analysis of empirical data.
In order to identify which hindering and motivating factors are, in the homeowners'
opinion, the most important in their decision-making on whether or not to participate
in energy programmes, the factors are assessed using two rating scales identifying
7
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first, the level of their significance to homeowners and second, the level of success
in which homeowners feel programmes are dealing with them. The third objective is
therefore a final step in developing a complete understanding of participants'
perceptions of energy programmes:
• To assess how well hindering and motivating factors are addressed in
current programmes designed to encourage homeowners to reduce
energy consumption in the home.
By combining the theoretical understanding and empirical results, a complete
understanding of how the effectiveness of programmes (in terms of the factors
above) relate to aspects of these programmes is achieved. This knowledge can then
be used to guide the development of future programmes.
The final research objective is concemed with bridging the theoretical-practical gap
and it seeks:
• To develop an evidence-based theoretical framework for devising
programmes that are likely to be effective in terms of homeowners'
participation.
The evidence-based theoretical framework proposes an approach to programme
design that combines established theoretical approaches to participation with
empirical results. The framework is based on the existing programmes' key aspects
but suggests changes derived from understanding of homeowners' experiences and
expectations.
Each of the four objectives is approached from as wide a perspective as possible.
For example, the study does not provide an in-depth systematic evaluation of a
single energy programme, rather it reviews a large number of programmes in order
to identify the aspects that are, from homeowners' viewpoint, most successful.
Similarly, it incorporates as many relevant disciplines, and identifies as many factors
influencing participation, as practically feasible in order to design a theoretical
8
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framework that would allow barriers to be overcome and motivators to be enhanced.
1.4. The Research Approach
Currently, the design of energy programmes is governed by policy with little
empirical and comprehensive understanding of participants' perceptions to facilitate
the improvement of programmes. This research seeks to create new empirical
knowledge by examining programmes from homeowners' perspectives, while
accepting that resource limitations prevent this study from evaluating the actual
impacts (e.g. behaviour change) participation in energy programmes might have.
As previously stated, this research focuses on identifying factors that homeowners
may perceive as barriers or motivators to participation and examining them through
energy programmes' aspects (e.g. provision of a grant). The aspects are identified
by studying a large number of programmes using a multi-dimensional approach, and
testing them through a large population sample. The number of programmes
studied had to be sufficiently high to provide a wide range of features, including
approaches to dealing with the identified barriers and motivators, which would
enable the creation of a comprehensive evidence-based theoretical framework.
Nineteen home energy efficiency programmes meeting selection requirements were
chosen (see Chapter Three, section 3.2 for explanation of the selection process)
after extensive desktop research. The selected programmes are:
• Warm Front
• Warmer Homes Greener Herts
• Cocoon
• E.on Insulation Scheme
• British Gas Insulation Scheme
• Big Green Boiler Scheme
• Energy Labelling of White
Goods
• Councils' Low Energy Light
Bulb Giveaway
• Energy or Fuel Suppliers' Low
Energy Light Bulb Giveaway
• Are You Doing Your Bit?
• Commit20%
• Acton CO2
• Save Today Save Tomorrow
• Energy Savers Report
• Energy for Good
• Home Energy Conservation
Report
9
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• Major Photovoltaic
Demonstration Programme
• Clear Skies
The population sample was selected (see Chapter Four, section 4.7, for explanation
• Low Carbon Building
Programme
of the selection process) from a database of homeowners that either participated or
enquired about participation in the selected programmes within Hertfordshire:
• Dacorum
• Three Rivers
• Watford
A household questionnaire was posted to the entire population sample (n=2,122)
within the case study area. The questionnaire contained questions divided into four
sections: section A determined homeowners' attitudes toward, barriers to and
motivators for energy efficiency improvements; section B examined existing
programmes and their features; section C provided opportunities for homeowners to
design new energy programmes and thus offered an insight into how the perceived
barriers could be overcome; and section D collected socio-demographic information.
The questionnaire contains both closed and open-ended questions, which provided
large amounts of quantitative and qualitative data. Statistical tests were used to
determine the relationships between variables and allowed for trends and patterns
to emerge.
The questionnaire was followed by semi-structured interviews, which provided more
in-depth and personalized responses for issues identified by questionnaire analysis
as requiring more clarification; the interviews explored real experiences of
participation in programmes and identified deeper individual factors influencing
participation. The interviews were recorded, transcribed and coded, and the
information gathered provided explanation for relationships identified by statistical
examination. Using a combination of approaches enabled richer data to be collected
that may lead to better design of future programmes.
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1.5. Definitions and Assumptions
In order to carry out this study various elements needed to be defined:
Home energy efficiency programmes: includes any intervention, initiative, scheme,
campaign and programme designed to encourage householders to reduce energy
consumption at home.
Pro-environmental behaviour: is behaviour, either one-off (e.g. cavity wall insulation)
or repetitive (e.g. turning off lights when not needed), that reduces the negative
impact on the environment.
For the purposes of the research, the following assumptions are made:
a) Attitudes toward energy conservation are independent of attitudes concerning
wider environmental issues such as climate change and as such can be
studied separately.
b) The theoretical barriers to and motivators for participation are well
established by pro-environmental behaviour change theories and
participation theories, so that a selection of the most prominent determinants
is possible without the need to carry out another study.
c) The theoretical barriers to and motivators for partiCipation are similar for all
identified programmes and therefore could be examined in one study.
d) Due to the nature of the sample population, various responses are likely to be
more in favour of pro-environmental action than the average UK sample.
1.6. Thesis Structure
There are a further eight chapters in this thesis. Chapter Two offers literature review
of the most influential behaviour change and participation theories and identifies the
theoretical barriers to participation. It partially addresses the first objective of this
PhD study. Chapter Three presents the findings from the examination of the
selected energy programmes. It offers justification for separating the 19 selected
programmes into three categories: insulation and appliances; advice and
11
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education; and renewable energy technology. It further provides details of the
selection requirements the programmes had to fulfil in order to be included in the
study. There are three such requirements: maturity; geographical representation;
and programmes' remit. Chapter Three identifies the selected energy programmes'
key aspects and highlights the similarities and differences between them. This
chapter fulfils the second objective of this PhD study.
Chapter Four explains the methodology used for addressing the research aim and
objectives. The methods used for the study are explained and justified, as are the
statistical tests for testing the relationships between the variables. An explanation of
the approach to analysing the qualitative data is provided. The selection process for
choosing energy programmes and case study area is also explained.
The data analyses are presented in Chapters Five and Six. Chapter Five presents
analyses of the findings derived from postal questionnaires. It commences with
background information and general characteristics of the research participants
obtained from descriptive statistical tests. It then applies the Kendall's rank
correlation coefficient to establishing whether or not financially motivated actions are
dependent on homeowners' perception of wider environmental concerns. Next, the
numbers of participants with an interest in energy programmes were compared to
the numbers of participants progressing to an actual participation using again
descriptive statistics. Finally, it provides results from Kendall's rank correlation
coefficient, one-way MANOVA, one-way ANOVA, Spearman's correlation and the
Chi-square test of independence carried out in order to determine whether there are
any significant differences between different groups of respondents, thus addressing
possible socio-demographic divergence.
Results from Chapter Five were used to establish an interview schedule. Chapter
Six presents the findings from the 50 interviews with the carefully selected
volunteers. The analysis provides details of why homeowners choose to participate,
or not, in energy programmes and it summarizes programmes' aspects and their
importance as perceived by homeowners.
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Chapter Seven applies the results from Chapters Five and Six and evaluates the
selected home energy efficiency programmes from homeowners' perspectives, thus
addressing the third objective stated in Chapter One. The identified key aspects of
the selected energy programmes are evaluated in order of importance as perceived
by homeowners.
Chapter Eight utilizes the results from the theoretical chapters (Chapters Two and
Three) as well as the practical chapters (Chapters Five to Seven) and proposes a
framework for future programmes' design. The combined data provide the essential,
cross-issues information needed for the establishment of an evidence-based
theoretical framework for devising home energy efficiency programmes that are
likely to be effective in terms of homeowners' participation - this fulfils the fourth
objective.
Chapter Nine presents the overall research conclusions and makes suggestions for
further research. It also comments on how the findings of the research helped to
answer the research aim.
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Behaviour Determinants
Behaviour Determinants: Chapter Two
Behaviour Determinants: existing theories and evidence
2.1 Introduction
Energy conservation forms an important part of UK government's strategy to reduce
carbon dioxide emissions. As highlighted in Chapter One, the government
introduced a number of energy efficiency programmes that aim not only to reduce
the actual amount of energy consumed, but also to trigger a behaviour change
toward pro-environmental actions. As argued throughout this PhD study, the
programmes often fail to reach their objective of attracting a large number of
participating homeowners. In order to identify why programmes fail to do so, it is
important to establish the current understanding of factors affecting participation in
environmental initiatives in general and to use this evidence to empirically test their
validity by comparing them with the views of householders on energy programmes.
This chapter provides details of the current theories, which provide the basis for the
design of the research instruments (questionnaire and interview schedule) used in
this study and partially fulfils the first objective:
• To identify key factors that hinder as well as encourage, motivate and
facilitate homeowners' participation in intervention programmes.
This chapter therefore reviews literature on factors that either discourage people
from or motivate them to change behaviour. It provides an overview and discussion
from a multi-clisciplinary perspective, including theories on pro-environmental
behaviour change, communication and participation, but acknowledges that some
theories (e.g. financial theories, policy) are outside the scope of the study.
A vast amount of information on what drives an individual's behaviour and what
leads to participation is available in general terms, however, fewer studies focus
solely on energy conservation. Assumptions are therefore often made that the
published findings are applicable and relevant to this study (for explanation see
Chapter One, section 1.5). The debate is often difficult, contradictory and conflicting,
thus reflecting the complexity of the subjects of behaviour change and participation.
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Careful consideration and choices were therefore made when deciding what
approaches/theories were reviewed for the purposes of this study and what the
finally selected barriers and motivators would be. The studies reviewed and
behaviour determinants selected are related predominantly to established findings
derived from studies in the area of participation. One of the fundamental
assumptions for this study is the belief that willingness to conserve energy is
independent of general attitudes and perceptions of wider environmental issues (see
section 2.2 for discussion) and is therefore studied without the need to understand
people's views of, for example, dimate change. However, it is important to
understand barriers and motivators to the wider environmental concerns as they
might provide invaluable insight into factors affecting participation in energy
efficiency programmes. This research therefore gives some consideration to
understanding the wider environmental concerns.
This chapter begins with the review of theoretical barriers to participation (section
2.2), separating them, using established terminology, into two groups: the first
includes obstacles related to individuals and their attitudes, beliefs and values in
relation to the environment; the second covers contextual issues, for example,
physical infrastructure and suitability of products. In section 2.3 theoretical
motivators (e.g. values, motivation and advertising) to participation are studied
before a final selection of barriers and motivators is made for the indusion in this
study in section 2.4.
2.2 Theoretical Baniers to Participation
Before a discussion of barriers identified from the reviewed literature is offered, it is
important to differentiate between actual and perceived barriers. Perceived barriers
have, as Ajzen (1991) suggests, far greater impact on a person's actions than was
originally recognized and to date very little empirical evidence has been captured
that focuses on the differences between actual and perceived barriers. Ajzen argues
that even if conditions for behaviour change are stripped of any actual barriers but
the individual believes an issue to be an obstacle - for example he or she imagines
little chance of success - the person is very unlikely to take action. In terms of
participation, removing perceived barriers poses a great challenge and often "little
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happens until the right combination of intervention types is found" (Stem, 2000,
p.419). While it is important to recognize the difference between actual and
perceived barriers, this PhD study considers all barriers as actual at the point of
conducting the empirical part of the study. However, further consideration is given to
the issue of actual/perceived barriers and its implications to energy programmes'
design in Chapter Nine, section 9.2.
Throughout the literature, barriers are typically divided into two categories, with
some exceptions, for example Blake (1999) who grouped barriers under
individuality, responsibility and practicality headings. Or Stem (2000) who
considered barriers in groups related to attitudinal variables, personal capabilities,
contextual factors and habits and routine. For instance Kollmuss (2002) described
barriers as being influenced by internal and external factors, Diduck (2002)
considered structural and individual barriers, Lorenzoni (2007) and Ockwell (2009)
wrote about individual and social groups of barriers, and Steg (2008) refers to
barriers as either individual or contextual. The discussion of barriers in this study
follows, for ease of reference, Steg's categorization (individual and contextual), but
includes factors identified by other writers.
2.2.1 Theoretical Individual Barriers
The earliest debates among sociologists and psychologists put forward attitudes as
one of the most influential drivers for behaviour change, and various pro-
environmental theories are based on that assumption (see for example the Linear
Models of Behaviour Change, the Theory of Reasoned Action and the Theory of
Planned Behaviour). However, measuring attitudes requires a complex
methodological approach and many studies, according to Ajzen (1991), failed to
measure attitudes accurately (see also Rajecki, 1982). He maintains that in order to
determine how attitudes influence behaviour, a specific attitude must be measured
against a specific behaviour. For example, if the researcher is trying to determine
whether a respondent saves energy there is no point in establishing his attitude
toward climate change. Stem (2000) also believes that understanding attitudes has
relevance in overcoming barriers to participation (see also Tonglet et al., 2004, Ek
and SOderholm, 2010); he points out that studies must combine attitudinal factors
16
Behaviour Determinants: Chapter Two
and contextual variables such as financial incentives and introduction of new
technology in order to achieve a complete understanding of the relationship between
the two groups of factors. Another argument suggests that the importance of a
positive attitude toward an action tends to diminish with rising complexity,
requirements and above all cost of that action (e.g. Diekmann and Preisendoerfer,
1992 as quoted in Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Stern, 2000).
Attitudes are formed by, among other things, knowledge and while many
sociologists and psychologists agree that knowledge is a poor predictor of behaviour
they tend to consider only knowledge of broader environmental issues such as
climate change or ozone layer depletion (see for example Barr et al., 2001,
Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002 for review). Writers concerned with participation,
however, consider lack of knowledge related to tasks (e.g. knowing how to conserve
energy, who to contact for information on a specific programme) as a much more
significant barrier to action (see for example Stem, 2000, McDonald and Oates,
2003, Tonglet et al., 2004, Steg, 2008, UK-GBC, 2008a). They argue that without
the provision of task knowledge, any intervention is predetermined to fail. Some
studies also suggest that where actions are driven by financial motivation, they are
not determined by environmental knowledge but would be impossible to carry out
without task knowledge (see for example Stem, 2000, DEFRA, 2002, Bedford et al.,
2004, Damton, 2004, do Paco and Varejao, 2010).
Attitudes are also shaped by values, beliefs, and social, personal and cultural
norms. All these factors are extensively discussed throughout the literature and form
an integral part of a number of theories, for example the Value-Belief-Norm theory
(Stem et al., 1999). Values are typically divided into those that support pro-
environmental action such as altruistic values (e.g. social justice for all) and those
that discourage people from changing their behaviour such as egoistic values (e.g.
perception of quality of life) (see for example Schultz, 2000, Stem, 2000, Damton,
2004). While there is a general consensus among writers that egoistic values are
potential barriers, the degree to which these values are influential over actions, or
even whether they are a true predictor of behaviour, differs. For example, Barr and
colleagues (2001) propose that values can and often are overridden by more
practical issues such as convenience of performing an action (e.g. location of
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recycling depots) (see also Tonglet et al., 2004). Some academics (for example
Stern, 2000, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Bedford, 2002c, Darnton, 2004)
perceive values as unreliable predictors of behaviour because studies establishing
what values drive behaviour are typically based on self-reporting surveys, while
others - typically proponents of the Value-Action Gap theory (Blake, 1999) - place
greater emphasis on understanding values, claiming that values are cornerstones
for behaviour.
Similarly difficult and contradictory is the debate on beliefs and their influence on
behaviour. Many forms of beliefs are discussed throughout the literature and
include: belief in one's ability to carry out an action (Ajzen, 1991, Nicholson-Cole,
2005); locus of control (Newhouse, 1991, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002); or being
an agent of change (Barr et al., 2001). All three forms of beliefs are based on the
premise that unless the participant believes that he/she has control over his/her
actions and that these actions contribute to a change, he/she is unlikely to act.
Another form of belief is a belief in an environmental problem and trust in scientific
information. Although many more people now accept that, for example, climate
change is a real threat, some are still doubtful of the accuracy of scientific data or
simply deny the existence of any environmental issue (Opotov and Weiss, 2000,
Bedford et al., 2004, Lorenzoni et al., 2007). Similarly, the lack of belief or trust in
organizations, including the government, that they provide accurate, impartial and
financially beneficial information, acts as a barrier for some people (UK-GBC,
2008b, Ockwell et al., 2009). Others suggest that people believe that it is the big
businesses and the government that should do more and individuals can contribute
only marginally to such a global issue (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Ockwell et al., 2009).
Additionally, some people believe that technology and scientists will provide
solutions to deal with any environmental threat without the need for change in
individual behaviour (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, DEFRA, 2008, UK-GBC, 2008b).
There are several other coping beliefs, which refer to the state of mind created by a
person in order to deal with negative information, situations or outcomes that are
relevant to this debate. Apathy, for example, is claimed to be a barrier to behaviour
(for example Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Lorenzoni et
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al., 2007, Ockwell et al., 2009, Ek and SOderholm, 2010), but Donn (1999, quoted in
Jackson, 2005) argues that the barrier is a state of helplessness experienced by an
individual faced with a global issue, rather than unwillingness to act. Other
commonly discussed barriers to action are the beliefs that there is a distance and
little connection between an individual's action and the global effect (Jackson, 2005,
Evans and Abrahamse, 2009), and the belief in the distance between space and
time (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, UK-GBC, 2008b, Ockwell et al., 2009) leading to
nations often blaming other countries (e.g. USA, China) as the bigger causes of
environmental problems (see for example Zhang, 2010).
Norms and associated expectations are often identified as barriers to change.
Lorenzoni (2007, see also Thaler and Sunstein, 2008, Ockwell et al., 2009) refers to
social norms, while Steg (2008) labels them as cultural norms having negative
effects on behaviour due to the pressure of consumerism. Nigbur (2010, p.282)
believes that social norms inform personal norms and claims that behaviour change
can occur by 'imitation' of actions that are carried out by a large number of persons
(see also Jackson, 2005). Differences are also made between injunctive (e.g.
imposed speed limit) and descriptive norms (e.g. the desire to drive faster)
(Jackson, 2005, Nigbur et al., 2010) and a choice is made on a personal basis
depending on which norm is more important to the individual. While the debate over
what constitutes a norm continues - for example, is it an action that is normally done
or an action that ought to be done (Jackson, 2005) - an agreement that norms are
highly influential over an individual's behaviour is apparent throughout the literature.
The development and retention of routine actions or habits also receive much
attention from writers interested in the sociological and psychological factors
influencing behaviour. Jackson (2005) points out that habits are typically formed
where the contextual' setting remains relatively unchanged, while Jager (2003,
quoted in Jackson, 2005) explains that some habits are easier to break than others
and states that habits become more ingrained the more they are performed. GArling
(2002) claims that people with strong habits are more reluctant to change and at
times have wrong assumptions about aHematives. It is perhaps not surprising
therefore that some socio-psychologists (for example Stem, 2000, Kollmuss and
Agyeman, 2002, Stephenson et al., 2010) perceive habits as one of the ultimate
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barriers to changing behaviour, while others stress that habits should not be seen as
the most significant barrier and imply that old habits should be replaced by new
socially more desirable ones (e.g. Courtenay-Hall and Rogers, 2002, O'Donoghue
and Lotz-Sisitka, 2002, Jackson, 2005, Thaler and Sunstein, 2008). Contrary to
socio-psychologists, however, authors of participation studies tend to exclude habits
from their research and refer instead to reluctance to change lifestyles (see the
omission of habit from the list of barriers by Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Ockwell et al.,
2009).
Surprisingly little attention is given to the role of priorities, particularly from the socio-
psychological perspective, and while research shows that people are becoming
more aware of the seriousness of, for example, climate change and the need for
urgent action (Abrahamse, 2007, DEFRA, 2007), environment remains a low priority
for many (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Steg, 2008) and more urgent and immediate
priorities (e.g. family, finances) take precedence (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Ockwell et
al., 2009). Prioritizing is often dependent on the amount of available financial
resources and time, and for that reason lack of available money or incentives and
lack of time are often quoted by people as the most important barriers to
participation (e.g. Stem, 2000, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Tonglet et al., 2004,
Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et al., 2007, UK-GBC, 2008a, Ockwell et al., 2009).
To conclude the discussion of theoretical individual barriers, mention must be made
of the role of gender in participation. Kollmuss (2002) claims that gender has an
impact on pro-environmental behaviour, stating that women are usually less
knowledgeable about environmental issues, causes or impacts but are more
emotionally engaged, more concerned and less reliant on technology than men (see
also do Paco and VarejAo, 2010, Hargreaves et al., 2010, Sparks et al., 2010).
However, various participation studies show that there is no significant difference
between genders (e.g. Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Damton, 2004, Tonglet et al.,
2004, Kalantari et al., 2007, Loughnan et al., 2010, Scannell and Gifford, 2010). It
could be, as Cortenay-Hall (2002) suggests, that the understanding of gender and
its implications in terms of people's behaviour is not yet fully understood; and should
perhaps be measured, as Hargreaves (2010) has done, against individual barriers
(e.g. attitudes, motivation) rather than against behaviour as a whole.
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Table 2.1 provides a brief summary of the identified individual barriers discussed
above.
Table 2.1: Summary of theoretical individual barriers
TheoretIcal Individual Barriers Summary
Negative attitudes Negative attitudes toward the environment will discourageindividuals from participating.
Lack of knowledge of environmental issues (e.g. climate
Lack of knowledge change) or of tasks (e.g. location of recycling facilities)
often presents a barrier to participation.
Individuals that are interested in bettering circumstances
Egoistic values for oneself rather than the society as a whole may be lesslikely to participate in programmes unless there is a clear
benefit to them personally.
Individuals not believing that it is within their control to act
and cause a change are unlikely to participate.
Individuals that distrust the scientific information,
Lack of beliefs organization or technology are unlikely to participate.
Individuals that believe in distance between cause and
effect, and time and space or otherwise believe that they
are not responsible are not likely to participate.
Negative nonns Some norms, such as consumerism, may preventindividuals from participating.
Ingrained action within rarely changing contextual setting
Established routine or habit may be difficult to change and an individual may therefore
be less likely to participate.
Overriding prioritle. Environment is low priority for many often made evenlower by more immediate priorities -(e.g. family).
Lack of money/Economic Lack of money is often quoted as the most important
Incentive. barrier to participation.
Lack of time Time is also often perceived as a significant barrier to
participation.
Gender Although widely debated, gender is believed by many
writers to be a barrier to participation.
2.2.2 Theoretical Contextual Barriers
Contextual, unlike individual, barriers are outside the direct control of the participant
being controlled by, for example, policies and legislation, and it is perhaps for this
reason that there has been far less debate among writers, and thus greater
consensus. One of the most significant contextual barriers to action is the lack of or
unsuitable physical infrastructure, which includes, for example, appropriate facilities
(e.g. conveniently located recycling depots) and suitable public transport alternatives
(Ajzen, 1991, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Bedford et al., 2004, Darnton, 2004,
Tonglet et aI., 2004, Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et al., 2007, UK-GBC, 2008b, Evans
and Abrahamse, 2009). No empirical research evidence was found that determines
how physical infrastructure impacts on energy conservation at home and therefore
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an assumption was made that the lack of suitable infrastructure has the same
negative effect on potential participants, for example lack of access to energy saving
measures will prevent people from increasing the energy efficiency of their homes
and cavity insulation is only possible where properties have cavity walls.
Closely related to the physical infrastructure is the lack of available and suitable
products, their characteristics and cost. Recent research findings by the UK-GBC
(2008b, 2008a) acknowledged the need to expand the range of energy efficiency
products and techniques currently on offer, for example solid wall insulation must be
made more widely available and affordable. Similar results were demonstrated by,
for example, Darnton (2004), who points to the need to provide a wider range of
products capable of re-use or with less packaging, in order to encourage people's
shift in purchasing habits (see also Tonglet et al., 2004).
Another identified contextual barrier is associated with the societal expectations to
contribute to increased GDP through material growth and encouraged consumerism
(see for example Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Bedford
et al., 2004, Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Kotler and Keller, 2008, Evans
and Abrahamse, 2009, Ockwell et al., 2009, do Paco and VarejAo, 2010). This
assumption is further supported by research showing that people follow trends and
will only be interested in products that are fashionable and desirable, but also cost
less (Bedford et al., 2004).
According to many research studies, current approaches to marketing and
advertising encourage consumerism and prevent consumers from making informed
purchasing decisions (do Paco and VarejAo, 2010). Various research findings
reiterate that marketing material is unsuitable for the general public because it is
filled with jargon and technical information, and therefore hinders clear
understanding of the potential benefits (e.g. Damton, 2004, Owens and Driffill,
2008). In general advertising is not designed to achieve behaviour change but
simply provides information on a service or a product (e.g. Jackson, 2005) and is
subject to individuals' interpretation of the advertised products' importance and
benefits. Furthermore, research shows that providing the public with messages for
different interventions only adds to the oonfusion of potential participants (Bedford et
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al., 2004) and many people have grown increasingly distrustful of such marketing
messages, perceiving them as 'greenwash' (Lorenzoni et al., 2007, UK-GBC,
2008a, Ockwell et al., 2009). Many marketing strategies are criticized for using the
standard approach of one-size-fits-all; points are made repeatedly that marketing
strategies must take into account various audiences and must therefore adjust their
messages and images accordingly (see for example Bedford et al., 2004, Tonglet et
al., 2004, Nicholson-Cole, 2005, Barr et al., 2006, Abrahamse, 2007, Rodrigues,
2007, Theqersen, 2007, Steg, 2008, Ockwell et al., 2009, Ek and SOderholm, 2010).
Table 2.2 summarizes the contextual barriers identified by a literature review.
Table 2.2: Summary of theoretical contextual barriers
Theoretical Contextual BarrIen SumllllllY
Lack of/unsuitable Infrastructure Transport, recycling facilities etc.
Lack of available/suitable Products with limited characteristics and availability.
products
Discouraging expectations to The societal expectations encourage consumerism.
act environmentally friendly
Incorrect marketing and Marketing material is often unsuitable for the general
advertising approaches public, using images and messages that are disconnectedfrom people's perceptions.
2.3 Theoretical Motivators to Participation
The barriers discussed above have the potential, given the right set of
circumstances, to be tumed into motivators. For example, a person with a positive
attitude towards the environment might take more pro-environmental actions, and a
person with greater resources (e.g. time and money) might make more time-
consuming and costly decisions in favour of the environment. This section will
therefore consider only those perceived motivators that received the greatest
attention in the reviewed literature, and will include factors such as values and
motivation and the role of marketing and advertising. Table 2.3 provides a summary
of the reviewed motivating factors.
Whilst egoistic values act as potential barriers to changing behaviour without the
appropriate reward, research shows that altruistic values, or selflessness, could be
an extremely strong motivator for a pro-environmental action (e.g. Kaplan, 2000,
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Schultz, 2000, Stern, 2000, Bedford et al., 2004, Corbett, 2005, Jackson, 2005,
McMakin et al., 2009). Additional and widely discussed altruistic motivations include,
for example, a feel-good factor for contributing towards resolving an environmental
issue (UK-GBC, 2008b, McMakin et al., 2009), achieving a better quality of life (e.g.
Kaplan, 2000), acknowledgement of shared responsibility (e.g. Bedford et al., 2004,
McMakin et al., 2009) and having the right circumstances (e.g. replacing old
appliances with new models, moving into a new property), knowledge and
opportunity to act (e.g. Jackson, 2005, Bamberg and Moser, 2007). Research also
shows that the provision of incentives is a far greater motivator for a larger number
of people than altruistic values alone. Although the main type of incentives
throughout the reviewed literature is economic encouragement in the form of a grant
and subsidy or rising energy costs (see for example Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et al.,
2007, UK-GBC, 2008b, Whitmarsh, 2009, Hargreaves et al., 2010, Stephenson et
al., 2010, Whitmarsh and O'Neill, 2010), some researchers claim that incentives
need not be limited to finances and could be provided by, for example, information
on potential energy savings caused by changes in behaviour or information on
actual energy saved provided by a positive feedback (Bedford et al., 2004,
Abrahamse, 2007, Steg, 2008, UK-GBC, 2008b, Darby, 2010). Writers such as Barr
(2001) point out that whatever the incentives used, they must be relevant and
worthwhile in order to be effective.
As discussed in section 2.2, many academics argue the traditional approach to
marketing and advertising is hindering participation rather than encouraging it. Some
researchers further state that although advertising plays its role in awareness
raising, it is not in itself a sufficient enough motivator for behaviour change (e.g. do
Pac;o and Varejao, 2010). There are a few writers, however, who maintain that
marketing, particularly social and community marketing, is a powerful motivator
capable of changing behaviours and eliciting participation (e.g. McKenzie-Mohr and
Smith, 1999, Stem, 2000, Agyeman and Angus, 2003, Jackson, 2005, Rodrigues,
2007) providing that the right messages supported by correct images are used (e.g.
Geels, 2004, Mee et al., 2004, Slocum, 2004, Tonglet et al., 2004, Nicholson-Cole,
2005, Ockwell et al., 2009). Whatever their stance toward current marketing
approaches, many academics agree that more research is needed on how
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marketing approaches could influence behaviour change and increase numbers of
participants in interventions.
Table 2.3: Summary of theoretical motivators
TheoretIcal MotIvIdors Summary
Individuals with the drive to help the environment
achieving the feel-good factor caused by selfless act,
Altruistic values achieving better quality of life, sharing responsibility forcommon problem and circumstances, and having the
knowledge and opportunity to act are more likely to
participate.
Individuals may participate more readily in initiative
The availability of Incentive or offering grants or special offers, money-saving features or
reward providing positive feedback. Individuals may also be
motivated to participate by rising costs.
Correct marketing and Initiatives that use images and messages that individuals
advertising approaches may be able to relate to may generate greaterparticipation numbers.
2.4 Conclusions
The literature review revealed many behaviour determinants and argued their
importance as either hindering or motivating factors. The array of factors and the
complexity of the subject of participation preclude this study from examining the
factors in their entirety. Careful consideration was therefore given to the
determinants that will be included in this research study. The decision was made to
include factors identified predominantly from studies of participation while heeding
Stem's warning (2000, see also Steg, 2008) that a mix of contextual and individual
factors must be studied together in order to provide a more comprehensive
understanding of partiCipation. Table 2.4 lists behaviour determinants that will be
tested within this study by the use of a household questionnaire. More personal
reasons for energy conservation and experiences with energy efficiency
programmes, will be explored through the interview stage.
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Table 2.4: Behaviour determinants selected to be tested empirically in this study by household
questionnaire
T'heonttIcal Individual TheoretIcal Contextual TheoretIcal Individual
Barrl.... Barriers and Motivators Motivators
Lack of knowledge Inappropriate communication Money savings
Lack of available funds Unsuitable infrastructure Availability of incentives
Lack of time Rising energy costs Altruistic values
Lack of trust Right circumstances
The following chapter examines the selected home energy efficiency programmes,
provides classification and identifies programmes' key aspects. The theoretical data
from Chapters Two and Three will form an integral part of the empirical part of this
study.
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Examination of Energy Programmes
Home Energy Efficiency Programmes' Key Aspects: Chapter Three
Identifying Home Energy Efficiency Programmes' Key
Aspects
3.1 Introduction
As highlighted in Chapter One, the numerous available energy programmes were
often criticized for not reaching their desired participation numbers for whole range
of reasons: the insignificant differences between programmes (UK-GBC, 2008b) for
example. However, Chapter One also pointed out that no empirical evidence exists
to support this claim. This study therefore seeks to fill this gap in knowledge by
satisfying its second objective:
• To identify and classify, in terms of key aspects, UK intervention
programmes aimed at encouraging householders to reduce energy
consumption.
In order to complete this objective it was essential to examine the programmes as
hOlistically as possible, and identify programmes' key aspects (e.g. elements,
features and delivery mechanisms), including approaches the programmes employ
to avoid the barriers and amplify the motivators identified in Chapter Two. The
identification of the key aspects enabled similarities and differences between
programmes and their assessment from the homeowners' perspective to be
compared and contrasted later in the study (for details see Chapters Five, Six and
Seven).
A starting point for this chapter is the explanation of the term 'home energy
efficiency programme' as it is intended for the purpose of this research and the
selection process of programmes suitable for this study. Examining the selected
programmes and interviewing practitioners to clarify issues or to provide further
details identified the programmes' key aspects. A summary of those aspects is
presented in Table 3.1. The individual programmes are reviewed against the key
aspects and summarized in Tables 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. The similarities and differences
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between programmes are then discussed, critiqued and graphically presented in
Figures 3.1 to 3.9.
3.2 Home Energy Efficiency Programmes and their Selection for
Inclusion in the Study
It is the aim of this section to provide an overarching definition of the term 'home
energy efficiency programme' and to describe the methods applied when selecting
the energy programmes for the study sample from the plethora of identified and
available programmes.
The review of literature failed to reveal any standardized definition or broad
explanation of the term 'energy programme'. Throughout the literature, terms such
as energy efficiency interventions, energy conservation initiatives or schemes and
energy efficiency campaigns are used interchangeably. For the purpose of this
study, 'home energy efficiency programme' as taxonomy applies to all interventions,
initiatives, schemes and campaigns that were designed to achieve energy
conservation at home.
3.2.1 Selection of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
The number of existing energy programmes in the UK is large (UK-GBC, 2008a). In
order to carry out meaningful, yet replicable, research, it was imperative to create a
robust selection methodology that could be applied to the identified energy
programmes revealed by literature review, desktop research and various interviews
with personnel involved in developing, promoting and delivering the UK energy
programmes.
Desktop research and interviews with local authority energy or sustainability officers
revealed a whole host of energy programmes, including those represented on
various geographical scales (e.g. district-wide; county-wide; and UK-wide) and
operation over different timescales. The UK-wide energy programmes consisted of
those funded by the government or utility companies, organized under the Carbon
Emissions Reduction Target (CERT) scheme (DECC, viewed May 2010). A number
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of utility companies (e.g. E.on, EDF, British Gas) were contacted and details about
their energy programmes were collated. Additionally, the network of Energy
Efficiency Advice Centres (EEAC) was approached and interviews with key
personnel were conducted. No new energy programmes were identified through this
process.
The research methods revealed 44 energy programmes. These represented types
and forms, which could not be meaningfully compared due to, for example, frequent
changes in qualification criteria, changes in terms and conditions and various
merges or divisions of energy programmes. Therefore, for an energy programme to
be included in the study it had to fulfil three requirements. First, it was important to
include programmes that had sufficient time to penetrate the market and thus have
the potential to provide a sufficient number of participants for this study. It was
decided that 12 months would be the required length of time. For an energy
programme to be included in the study it would therefore have to have been in
existence, without any significant changes, for 12 months or more. It would also
have to have been actively promoted and implemented for the same amount of time.
Second, given the importance of housing types and socio-demographic influences
on participation as identified in Chapter Two, it was essential to choose programmes
that were implemented on a relatively large geographical scale. However, due to
time and resource constraints it was equally important to establish a maximum size
and not allow the geographical area to become too large. Chapter Four provides
details of the selected case study area, which consists of the boroughs of Dacorum,
Three Rivers and Watford. Therefore, for an energy programme to be selected there
have to have been strong evidence (e.g. press articles, poster, direct marketing) that
consistent support was provided in the entire case study area. Lastly, in order to
compare and contrast aspects of individual programmes and ascertain which of
those aspects could lead to greater participation it was imperative to include all
programmes, however similar, that met the above two requirements.
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After assessing the 441 programmes against the three requirements the following 19
were selected: Warm Front; Warmer Homes Greener Herts; Cocoon; E.on Insulation
Scheme; British Gas Insulation Scheme; Big Green Boiler Scheme; Energy
Labelling of White Goods; Councils' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway; Energy of
Fuel Suppliers' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway; Are You Doing Your Bit?; Commit
20%; Act on CO2; Save Today Save Tomorrow; Energy Savers Report; Energy for
Good; Home Energy Conservation Report; Major Photovoltaic Demonstration
Programme; Clear Skies; and Low Carbon Building Programme (for more details
see Appendix A).
3.3 Classification of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes in
Terms of Key Aspects
This section identifies energy programmes' key aspects and highlights the
differences and similarities between them. The initial review of the 19 programmes
allowed them to be divided into three broad categories in relation to what they had to
offer to potential participants: nine programmes offered grants for insulation and
appliances; seven provided advice and education on energy conservation; and three
offered grants toward renewable energy technology (Figure 3.1 ).
Categories of energy programmes
3
Insulation and
appliances
Advice and
education
j Renewable energy
technology7
Figure 3.1: Energy programmes divided into three broad categories
1 The research study was undertaken prior the launch of the Green Deal and Feed-in Tariff initiatives,
however the findings and recommendations made here are relevant to both.
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Further review and interviews with practitioners and programme providers revealed
that the programmes' attributes or key aspects needed to be decided before an
energy programme was launched (summarized in Table 3.1). Although reported in a
seemingly chronological order, the decisions are often made, as reported by
practitioners, simultaneously and do not follow a pre-established process (Figure
3.2).
Figure 3.2: Programmes' design process
Typically, however, a new programme follows the introduction of new legislation and
thus aims to achieve the objectives of that particular legislation. It is these objectives
that predetermine what measures (e.g. loft insulation) or services (e.g. energy
survey) will be offered as part of a programme. Once determined, the nature of the
intervention is chosen. There are two possibilities: positive and negative. Whilst the
positive intervention has many forms (e.g. money saving, increased knowledge of
various opportunities and options leading to energy saving and for some participants
better quality of life), negative interventions refer predominantly to increased
knowledge of negative consequences of one's actions (e.g. if you do not conserve
energy the world will run out of finite resources) (Abrahamse, 2007).
Equally significant, and at times closely linked to the positive approach, is the
decision as to who is going to pay for the measures or services offered. Previous
research showed that people invest in energy efficiency predominantly when some
kind of economic incentive is offered (UK-GBe, 2008b). It is therefore a common
practice for energy programmes to be either partially or fully grant-funded by either
the government or other organization (e.g. a utility company). However, some
programmes, typically those offering advice and education, require no payment,
whilst others have to be fully paid for by participants. The provision of a full grant
usually carries strict participants' eligibility criteria. Many programmes offering
physical improvements to the house also require certain dwelling suitability (e.g. wall
cavities can be filled only in houses with cavity wails). Other eligibility criteria are
31
Home Energy Efficiency Programmes' Key Aspects: Chapter Three
concerned with the participants having to live in the programmes' catchments area
or having to be a customer of the funding utility company. Thus a careful
consideration has to be given by all programme providers to the issue of eligibility
criteria.
It is commonly accepted that in order for an energy programme to achieve its
maximum potential (e.g. to spend its allocated budget or to reach a set number of
participants) it has to be successfully promoted. Research shows that the most
successful promotions utilize as many avenues, approaches and messages as
possible (Wolman, 1981, Winett et al., 1982-1983, Winett and Kagel, 1984,
Sustainable Development Commission, 2001, Slocum, 2004, Vine, 2008). However,
the chosen awareness raising methods have to be appropriate and meaningful to
the target audience in order to be successful (do Paeo and VarejAo, 2010). The
programme designers must therefore decide carefully which avenues they are going
to use.
It is also widely accepted that greater participation levels can be achieved by making
the application process as easy and as convenient as possible (e.g. UK-GBC,
2008a). There are many methods, including post, telephone and internet, that the
programme providers can take advantage of to ensure that the maximum number of
potential partiCipants can apply. Once an application is made and accepted, in many
cases, the partiCipant is expected to carry out some kind of preparatory work, which
may include clearing their loft or choosing the most appropriate technology.
Programme providers must clear1y communicate what type of preparation work, if
any, they expect the participant to carry out. They also have to ascertain who can
complete the actual works. Can it be the homeowner on a DIY basis, or does it have
to be a specialist or general installer? Finally, some providers, predominantly those
interested in monitoring their quality of works, choose to contact the partiCipant with
follow-up or aftercare questions.
A concise summary of the issues highlighted above is presented in Table 3.1 and it
is used as a framework for comparing and contrasting the selected programmes.
32
Home Energy Efficiency Programmes' Key Aspects: Chapter Three
Table 3.1: Description of energy programmes' key aspects
Key Aspects n
The term 'measure', for the purposes of this study, refers to the
Measure energy programme's range of activity. The activity consists of eitherhard measures such as insulation or soft measures such as
encouraging homeowners to pledg_eto conserve energy.
The programme providers can employ a positive (e.g. saving
Nature of Intervention money) or a negative (e.g. doing harm to the environment)
approach to intervention.
Funding Funding in this instance refers to how the measures are going to bepaid for: funded by participant; part-grant funded; fully-grant funded.
Some programmes do not require any payment.
Whilst many energy programmes offer free and open participation
for all, some energy programmes, predominantly those funded by
Eligibility criteria central government or a private organization, have strict eligibility
criteria. Some programmes require dwellings to be suitable for the
offered works.
Awareness raiSing Awareness raising in this instance refers to the marketing andpromotion avenues the energy programme's provider utilizes.
Application methods Application methods have many forms, induding for example the
internet.
Preparation work refers to any work needed/expected to be
Preparation work undertaken by the homeowner prior to participation in an energy
programme.
The energy programmes were divided following the UK Green
Building Council (2008) research findings into categories in relation
to whether the programme offered services (e.g. insulation), product
Works (e.g. low energy light bulbs) or whole-house approach (e.g. advice
on glazing, insulation, general energy consumption etc.) and
whether the improvements have to be carried out by a specialist
(e.g. renewable energy technology), general installer (e.g.
insulation) or by the participant (DIY).
Aftercare Some energy programmes carry out an aftercare courtesy phone
call or follow-up survey.
3.3.1 Description of Insulation and Appliances Energy Programmes
Out of the 19 selected energy programmes, nine were assigned to the category of
insulation and appliances: Warm Front; Warmer Homes Greener Herts; Cocoon;
E.on Insulation Scheme; British Gas Insulation Scheme; Big Green Boiler Scheme;
Energy Labelling of White Goods; Councils' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway; and
Energy or Fuel Suppliers' Low Energy Ught Bulb Giveaway. The programmes were
examined against the framework developed in section 3.3 and the key aspects were
compared and contrasted. The most significant similarities and differences between
programmes are detailed below and the complete summary of individual
programmes is provided in Table 3.2.
The nine programmes in this category represent the greatest range of measures
offered by all three categories of programmes. For practical reasons, it was more
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manageable to subdivide the programmes into groups containing the same or
similar measures and to provide any further comparison within those sub-groups.
Figure 3.3 shows the sub-division of the insulation and appliances category of
energy programmes: five of the nine energy programmes offer cavity and/or loft
insulation; two offer new installation and/or upgrade of existing central heating; one
provides Energy Labelling of White Goods; and two energy programmes give away
low energy light bulbs.
It is important to note that one energy programme offers both cavity and/or loft
insulation and central heating installation and/or upgrade. This dual offer is
represented in Figure 3.3, suggesting that 10 rather than nine energy programmes
were studied.
Insulation and Appliances energy programmes
sub-divided according to measures
2
Cavity and loft
insulation
oJ Central heating
2
Energy labelling of
white goods
_j Low energy light
bulbs
Figure 3.3: Insulation and appliances energy programmes sub-divided according to measures
The review of the five programmes offering cavity and/or loft insulation revealed very
few differences between them (summarized in Figure 3.4). The most significant
difference between the programmes is the funding aspect, where only one
programme is fully grant-funded whilst four are part grant-funded. There are also
significant differences in the eligibility criteria, where the fully grant-funded
programme carries strict conditions as to who can participate. Further differences
between eligibility criteria relate to the programmes' catchment areas and the need
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to be the funding utility customer. The remaining key aspects are very similar, less
significant and differ only marginally.
The following three figures, as well as Figure 3.8 and Figure 3.10, illustrate the
number of programmes with the same approaches to the individual key aspects. For
example, Figure 3.4 shows that three of the five programmes employ the same
approach to awareness raising. The remaining two programmes, although different
from the first three programmes, also use the same approach. For details of
approaches employed by programmes within the insulation and appliance category
see Table 3.2, for advice and education see Table 3.3 and for renewable energy
technology see Table 3.4.
Similarities and differences between key aspects of
programmes offering cavity and/or loft insulation
5
g: 4 2 2
E
E
~ 3 2
Cl 5 5 50...
Q. 2 4.... 30 3
~1 2
o
Key Aspects
2
3
Figure 3.4: Similarities and differences between key aspects of programmes offering cavity and/or
loft insulation
Similarly, the most significant differences (presented in Figure 3.5) between the two
programmes offering central heating installation and/or upgrade are in funding and
eligibility criteria but also in the need for preparation work. Whilst one programme is
fully grant-funded, has strict eligibility criteria and does not require participants to do
any preparation work, the other programme is part grant-funded, has no eligibility
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criteria, but requires participants to carry out preparation work. The remaining key
aspects differ only slightly.
Similarities and differences between key aspects of
programmes offering central heating
2
2
o
2
Key Aspects
Figure 3.5: Similarities and differences between key aspects of programmes offering central heating
mstallation and/or upgrade
There is only one programme offering energy labelling of domestic appliances,
which means that no comparison to a programme offering similar measures could
have been made. Nevertheless, when the key aspects were compared to the other
programmes in the insulation and appliances category, various similarities were
identified. Most notably, the programme also uses a positive approach to
intervention and has no eligibility criteria. In the way of differences, this is the only
programme in this category that requires participants to pay the full price for the
measure and uses a specific approach to awareness raising.
Lastly, the key aspects of the two programmes giving away low energy light bulbs
were examined. These programmes represent the greatest similarities between
them, with only insignificant differences in awareness raising, eligibility criteria and
application methods employed (presented in Figure 3.6).
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Similarities and differences between key aspects of
programmes offering low energy light bulbs
2
1/1
Q)
E
E
co...g1 2 2 2 2 2...
D..-0
0
Z
o
Figure3.6: Similarities and differences between key aspects of programmes offering low energy light
bulbs
KeyAspects
In conclusion, the examination of the nine programmes revealed minimal differences
not only between programmes offering the same measures, but also between
individual programmes in the entire appliances and insulation category. This result
supports the UK Green Building Council's findings (2008a) of too many energy
programmes offering the same or very similar measures and services. The Council
also points out that the plethora of programmes might actually discourage people
from participating. Following the detailed review of all key aspects, not just
measures, it is reasonable to suppose that the close similarities only add to the
potential confusion for homeowners wishing to participate. This supposition is tested
in the empirical part of this study (see Chapters Five and Six).
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3.3.2 Description of Advice and Education Energy Programmes
Seven of the 19 energy programmes could be categorized as advice and education:
Are You Doing Your Bit?; Commit 20%; Act on CO2; Save Today Save Tomorrow;
Energy Savers Report; Energy for Good; and Home Energy Conservation Report.
Again, the programmes were first reviewed using the framework and the
programmes' key aspects were identified; an overview is provided in Table 3.3. The
main differences and similarities are described below and presented in Figure 3.8.
Detailed examination revealed that whilst all energy programmes offered information
on energy conservation and ways to improve energy efficiency, they had done so by
using different and distinctive approaches. They can be divided into three sub-
groups (Figure 3.7): three energy programmes encouraged homeowners to save
energy by signing up to a pledge; two energy programmes provided tailored
information following completion of an energy survey; and two energy programmes
provided generic advice on energy conservation and other energy related matters
(e.g. climate change).
Advice and education energy programmes
sub-divided according to measures
2
Pledge
..JSurvey
-Advice
Figure 3.7: Advice and education energy programmes sub-divided according to measures
The detailed review of the remaining key aspects (presented in Figure 3.8) revealed
that all seven energy programmes utilized both positive and negative interventions,
none imposed eligibility criteria, and none offered any form of aftercare. There are
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some insignificant differences in the awareness raising, application methods,
preparation work and works. The most important difference is in the funding, where
five programmes did not require any form of funding, one was fully grant-funded and
one expected participants to pay for the services.
Similarities and differences between key aspects of
programmes providing advice and education
7
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2
Key Aspects
Figure 3.8: Similarities and differences between key aspects of programmes providing advice and
education
The identified differences between individual programmes are fairly insignificant.
However, as the primary objective of those programmes is to raise awareness of
and educate participants in ways to reduce energy consumption, it is important to
fully understand the wider issues that affect participation. This theoretical
understanding is empirically tested in Chapters Five and Six.
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3.3.3 Description of Renewable Energy Technology Programmes
Three of the 19 energy programmes were categorized as renewable energy
technology: Major Photovoltaic Demonstration Programme; Clear Skies; and Low
Carbon Building Programme. The summary of key aspects is provided in Table 3.4,
and Figure 3.10 illustrates the similarities and differences between them.
Whilst all three programmes offered the same measure in the form of a grant, they
each focused on different technologies (Figure 3.9): one was designed for
photovoltaic arrays only; one for any approved technology with the exception of
photovoltaic; and one provided grants for all approved technology including
photovoltaic.
Renewable energy (RE) technology energy
programmes sub-divided according to
measures
1 1 ...Photovoltaics (PV)
.JAny RE technology (excl.
PV)
..JAny RE technology (incl.
PV)
1
Figure 3.9: Renewable energy technology energy programmes sub-divided according to measures
This group of programmes is the most homogenous of the three categories (Figure
3.10). Most of the key aspects are the same for all of them. The only significant
difference is that one programme has eligibility criteria that must be satisfied before
applying for the grant. The eligibility criteria are closely linked with the preparation
work needed to be undertaken prior to application.
43
Home Energy Efficiency Programmes' Key Aspects: Chapter Three
Similarities and differences between key aspects of
programmes offering renewable energy technology
o
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Figure 3.10: Similarities and differences between key aspects of programmes offering grants toward
renewable energy technology
Key Aspects
The latest research shows that people's awareness and interest in renewable
energy technology is on the rise (do Pace and Varejao, 2010). However, as the
review shows, there is a very little choice in terms of which programme to participate
in. It has to be pointed out here that the current government's feed-in tariff scheme
is exempt from the study but may actually provide greater choice and incentive for
homeowners in the future. Those programmes, including the feed-in tariff, failed to
meet the four requirements for inclusion. The homeowners' perceptions of the three
renewable technology programmes are ascertained by the empirical part of the
study (Chapters Five and Six).
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3.4 Conclusions
The review of previous studies of interventions revealed limitations in the way those
studies were conducted. As identified in Chapter One, the limitations include a
selective approach to issues being examined, which leads to a lack of holistic
understanding of the subject of effective design of energy programmes. The
researchers believed that only by combining studies of the sociological and
psychological influences with the mechanics of participation, including approaches
to marketing, would it be possible to inform future development of energy
programmes. This chapter provides the first step to understanding how homeowners
perceive energy programmes.
This chapter therefore examined the selected programmes in the light of theoretical
knowledge and practitioners' experience and identified key aspects and approaches
to encouraging participation. The similarities and differences between individual
programmes were also identified and critiqued. The research findings support
concerns raised by the UK Green Building Council (2008) that there are too many
active energy programmes with, at times, insignificant differences between them.
Whilst this in itself is a significant finding, it is perhaps even more imperative that the
results are tested from the homeowners' perspectives. Therefore, the information
presented in the last two chapters was used to develop the household questionnaire
and interview schedule.
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Chapter FOUR
Methodology
Methodology: Chapter Four
Methodology
4.1 Introduction
The UK aims to reduce its domestic energy consumption by homeowners'
participation in home energy efficiency programmes, which are designed to
encourage people to change their behaviour through the provision of information,
advice, education and energy efficient technology. Many studies of factors that
determine individuals' behaviour have been undertaken since the 1960s (for example
Geller, 2002, Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, Bamberg et al., 2003, Amocky et al.,
2007, Bamberg and Moser, 2007, Steg, 2008, Stephenson et al., 2010). Far fewer
studies to date have examined how participants themselves perceive those
programmes (e.g. Abrahamse et al., 2005). It is the latter issue that is investigated
empirically by this study.
This chapter justifies the chosen methodology and research methods: quantitative
and qualitative. Section 4.3 provides an explanation of the intervening variables used
in this study. The process of selecting factors influencing homeowners' decision to
participate, or otherwise, and home energy efficiency programmes for the study is
explained in sections 4.4 and 4.5 respectively. Next, an overview of the selected
case study area and explanation of the participants' selection process is provided
(sections 4.6 and 4.7). This is followed by the description of data collection in section
4.8. Finally, section 4.9 contains the analyses detailing statistical tests undertaken to
interpret quantitative data and techniques to analyse qualitative data.
4.2 The Research Context
It is now commonly accepted that any research into behaviour determinants must
incorporate theoretical approaches from many disciplines (e.g. Kollmuss and
Agyeman, 2002, Abrahamse et al., 2005, Steg, 2008), and it is also recognized that
the lessons learnt from such studies should be translated into any new energy
programmes' design (UK-GBC, 200Ba). However, recent studies of factors
influencing behaviour have produced frameworks that are extremely complex (e.g.
Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002). Determining how successful an energy programme
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has been in causing a change in behaviour requires before-and-after evaluation,
which requires a study of at least five years, more than is available for a PhD study.
Furthermore, studies of interventions are often criticized for concentrating on a single
aspect or factor (e.g. approaches to behaviour change) that influences participation
rather than the inter-connectivity of many factors and attributes (see for example
Abrahamse et al., 2005, Steg, 2008). Due to constraints and criticisms, this study
aims to identify the homeowners' perceptions of existing energy programmes, to
identify features that encourage and discourage participation and to propose a new
theoretical framework for the development of future programmes. The research aim
is therefore:
To investigate, from the homeowners' perspective, the efficacy of
programmes intended to improve energy efficiency in homes.
4.2.1. The Research Framework
As stated in Chapter One, to satisfy the research aim four objectives were
developed:
• To identify key factors that hinder as well as encourage, motivate and
facilitate homeowners' participation in intervention programmes.
A two-strand approach to address this objective was undertaken. Firstly, factors
argued to influence (encourage and discourage) participation in energy programmes
were identified through an extensive literature review of published ideas and studies.
Secondly, the findings were used to develop research instruments (a household
questionnaire and semi-structured interviews). which were used to gather data on
homeowners' views of programmes. This enabled not only the validation of
established hindering and motivating factors, but also the identification of any other
barriers and motivators for participation in energy programmes.
The second objective was concerned with the examination of existing energy
programmes and providing a logical and structured manner of explaining and
describing the selected programmes. The objective therefore was:
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• To identify and classify, in terms of key aspects, UK home energy
efficiency programmes aimed at encouraging households to reduce
energy consumption.
Understanding of energy programmes' key aspects enables commonalities and
differences between programmes to be identified and allows homeowners' views to
be accurately linked to them. This information facilitates the subsequent analysis of
empirical data.
The third objective, identifying the hindering and motivating factors' significance to
homeowners and, in homeowners' opinions, programmes' success in dealing with
them, was therefore a final step in developing a complete understanding of
participants' perceptions of energy programmes:
• To assess how well hindering and motivating factors are addressed in
current programmes designed to encourage homeowners to reduce
energy consumption in the home.
By combining the theoretical understanding and empirical results, a complete
understanding of how the effectiveness of programmes (in terms of the factors
above) related to aspects of these programmes was achieved. This knowledge can
then be used to guide the development of future programmes.
The final research objective was concerned with bridging the theoretical-practical
gap and it sought:
• To develop an evidence-based theoretical framework for devising
programmes that are likely to be effective in terms of homeowners'
participation.
The theoretical framework is based on the existing programmes' key aspects but
suggests changes derived from understanding of homeowners' experiences and
expectations.
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As outlined in Chapter One, each of the four objectives was approached from as
wide a perspective as possible. In order to collect such a wide variety of information,
two research instruments were designed: a questionnaire and an interview
schedule. They were both developed to gather information explaining the
intervening variables such as interest in energy conservation, and to identify
differences between various groups of respondents (e.g. male versus female).
Further, the instruments were designed to gather a vast amount of data not
predetermined by literature review. This was achieved by the use of open-ended
questions. The collected quantitative data has been subjected to various statistical
tests aiming to reveal any relationships between variables, and qualitative data were
transcribed, coded and analysed.
4.2.2. The Research Approach
In order to complete the aim, the study took a comprehensive approach to examining
and identifying the selected programmes' key aspects and investigating their efficacy
by collecting and analysing primary data through the use of a household survey and
interviews. The questionnaire was used to collect data relating to the theoretical and
actual barriers and motivators (questionnaire section A), opinions on the 19 studied
energy programmes (questionnaire section B), ideas for the design of new
programmes (questionnaire section C) and general house typologies and socio-
demographic information on the householders (questionnaire section D). The
questionnaire was followed up by semi-structured interviews with 50 carefully
selected volunteers (for explanation of participants' selection see section 4.7)
revealing explanations for relationships found by analysing questionnaire responses.
The combined quantitative/qualitative methods approach was chosen for three
reasons. First, the household survey not only enabled the study of a large sample of
programmes, but also allowed for a cost- and time-effective method of data collection
from a large sample of participants. The large sample provided opportunities for
better control of the intervening variables and for pattems in the numerical data to
emerge. The patterns were used to make generalizations about the observed
phenomena (Ragin, 1994) and applied in the proposed theoretical framework for new
programme design. The second reason for using a survey was the ability to collect a
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large amount of quantitative but also qualitative data through the use of open-ended
questions. To collect the same amount of qualitative data through interviews would
not be feasible or practical. However, whilst the large amount of qualitative data was
necessary to ascertain the homeowners' perceptions of the selected programmes, it
was time-consuming to analyse and categorize it, and allowances in the research
schedule had to be made.
The third reason for having a combination of quantitative and qualitative data were to
enable identification of opinions toward energy programmes and reasons for
participation, or otherwise. Using quantitative scales can identify relationships, and
their variations, between participants, positive or negative perceptions and individual
features of programmes (Robson, 2002), while the semi-structured interviews
provided explanations for the relationships found. The examination of energy
programmes from homeowners' perspectives encompassing a whole range of issues
(e.g. beliefs, marketing) is novel, therefore there are few tried and tested methods
(Steg, 2008). The approach undertaken in this study was to identify factors
influencing participation (Chapter Two) and review the selected programmes
(Chapter Three). The knowledge obtained was used to create research instruments
enabling the collection of vast amount of quantitative and qualitative data. The
approach can be replicated and extended if necessary in similar studies.
In order to identify relationships between variables a cross-sectional design was
used, as it enabled the study of a large number of participants and allowed different
groups of respondents to be compared. The decision to carry out cross-sectional
research was reached after considering the practical and theoretical constraints of
other appropriate designs. As mentioned above, the before-and-after method of
evaluation was not practically possible to carry out in the given timeframe.
Additionally, consideration was given to factors outside the scope of this study, such
as moving house or changes in priorities that may affect homeowners' behaviour
over time. The limitations of the cross-sectional design were also considered before a
final decision was made. Perhaps the greatest drawback of this method is that causal
influences cannot be established and, whilst it enables the investigation of
relationships between variables, the direction of these cannot be ascertained (De
Vaus, 2004). It is also important to bear in mind that while the questionnaire was
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designed to also address factors identified by literature review, the responses may be
influenced by variables not considered by this research (Oppenheim, 2006).
4.3 Intervening Variables
Participation in energy programmes is highly likely to be affected by numerous
variables and it is important to account for at least some of those (Robson, 2002,
8ryman, 2004, De Vaus, 2004). It is common practice to measure socio-
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of respondents so that the impact
of factors such as gender and age can be tested. Previous research and
methodological theory have shown that these factors can have varying level of
impact on programmes' participation (Hargreaves et al., 2010, Loughnan et al.,
2010, Scannell and Gifford, 2010, Sparks et al., 2010). Key intervening variables
(see Table 4.1) such as age, gender and economic status were included in this
research. Also included were measures relating to the household such as type of
accommodation, age of property and type of external wall construction. As this
research was concerned with owner-occupiers only, tenure was not included as an
intervening variable.
Table 4.1: Socio-demographic and socio-economic intervening variables
Intervening V..... Type of V........... UnIt of ........ Source of.,...01' ,..... of - _. LW.
Age Interval: under 41, between 42-56, Household questionnaire;between 57-69, and 70 and over. section D
Gender Dichotomous: maleJfemale. Household questionnaire;section 0
Economic status Categorical: employedlself-employed, Household questionnaire;retired, other. section D
Type of accommodation Categorical: detached, semi-detached, Household questionnaire;terraced, and other. section D
Age of property Categorical: pre 1900-1929. 1030-1975. Household questionnaire;1976-2006, post 2007 and don't know. section D
Type of external wall CategOrical: solid wall, cavity, timber Household questionnaire;frame, and other. section 0
Previous research has also identified other individual and contextual intervening
variables that affect participation in energy programmes (see Table 4.2). The
established variables were used in this research (section A of the questionnaire), but
the opportunity to expand on these and introduce new variables was given to
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homeowners in the questionnaire sections Band C and the semi-structured
interviews. Additionally, given the debate among researchers of the importance of
marketing and advertising (do Paco and Varejao, 2010, Ockwell et al., 2009) and
the established belief that people in general have no awareness of the amount of
existing programmes (UK-GBC, 2008a), communication as an intervening variable
was also induded in this research.
Table 4.2: Individual and contextual intervening variables
Type of Variable and
Intervening Variable indicator
UnIt of ... ..,. or Source of DataName of eat.gorIea
u..d
Statements reproduced Likert scale: strongly Household
from DEFRA's disagree, disagree, questionnaire; section
research (2007). neither agree or A
Scientists will find disagree, agree,
solution; climate strongly agree
Belief In change beyond control;
environmental humans will find a way;
statements about too much effort; effects
climate change too far in the future;
environment is low
priority; my behaviour
does not contribute to
climate change; hard to
change habits
Level of interest in Likert scale: very Household
energy conservation interested; quite questionnaire; section
Interest In energy interested; neither Ainterested orconservation disinterested; quite
disinterested; very
interested
Too expensive; lack of Ranking: 1 to 8 with 1 Household
knowledge of the best being the most questionnaire; section
solutions; lack of time; important and 8 the A
difficulty finding a least Important
Established reputable installer;
Individual and likely savings too
Contextual Barriers small; building not
suitable; would spoil
the character of the
house; disruption
caused by work; other
None Opened questions Household
Other Barriers questionnaire; sectionsBande
Interviews
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Type of V....... and
Intervening Variable Indicator Unit of _UN or Source of DataName of Categories
Used
Extending house; Ranking: 1 to 9 with 1 Household
converting loft; moving being the most questionnaire; section
into new property; important and 9 the A
replacing heating least important
Established system; replacing
Individual and appliances; rising
Contextual energy costs; special
Circumstances offer/grant availability;
friend's
recommendations; no
special circumstances;
other
None Open-ended questions Household
Other Barriers questionnaire; sectionsBande
Interviews
To reduce the amount Ranking: 1 to 5 with 1 Household
of harmful emissions; being the most questionnaire; section
Established to save money on fuel important and 5 the A
Individual and bills; to preserve finite least important
Contextual fuel resources; to
Motivators improve saleability ofmy house; to comply
with building
regulations; other
None Open-ended questions Household
Other Motivators questionnaire; sectionsBande
Interviews
Administrative Ranking: 1 to 7 with 1 Household
organization: central being the most questionnaire; section
government; local important and 7 the e
council; voluntary least important
organization; energy or
fuel supplier;
community group;
none; don't mind; other
None Open-ended Questions Interviews
Geographical size of Ranking: 1 to 6 with 1 Household
the programme: UK- being the most questionnaire; section
Communication wide; regional; county- important and 6 the ewide; district-wide; least important
community based;
don't mind; other
None Open-ended Questions Interviews
Marketing strategies: Ranking: 1 to 7 with 1 Household
TV advertisement; being the most questionnaire; section
internet advertisement; important and 7 the e
radio advertisement; least important
local council campaign;
word of mouth; don't
mind; other
None Open-ended Questions Interviews
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4.4 Selecting Behaviour Determinants
The literature review in Chapter Two enabled the identification of barriers,
circumstances and motivators proven to be significant influences on an individual's
behaviour (Table 4.3). Once selected, the behaviour determinants were subjected to
an examination against energy programmes' key aspects in order to determine how
well, if at all, they are being addressed by current programmes. The theoretical
examination provided a starting point for empirical evaluation of energy programmes
from homeowners' viewpoints (Chapter Seven). The behaviour determinants were
tested by postal questionnaire (for analysis see Chapter Five) and semi-structured
interviews (for analysis see Chapter Six).
Table 4.3: Behaviour determinants selected to be tested empirically in this study by household
questionnaire
TheoretIcIIIIndIvIduaI TheoretIcal ~ TheoretIcaIIndIvIcIuI
Barriers a.ntera and IIoIIvatoN IIoIIvaIon
Lack of knowledQe Inappropriate communication Money savil'!9_s
Lack of available funds Unsuitable infrastructure Availabi_!!!yof incentives
Lack of time Rising energy costs Altruistic values
Lack of trust Right circumstances
4.5 Selecting Energy Programmes
As highlighted in Chapter One, the number of available home energy efficiency
programmes is vast, and it was therefore important to select a manageable number
of programmes as it was impractical to ask homeowners about all available
programmes. More importantly, programmes could not be meaningfully compared
and contrasted given the differences in their sizes (e.g. differing time scales of
existence or the geographical area which they have covered). Selected energy
programmes had to fulfil three requirements (for more details see Chapter Three,
section 3.2). First, bearing in mind the relatively low participation rates identified in
Chapter One, it was important to select only those programmes that enough
participants knew about. One way to achieve that was to select programmes that
had been in existence, without any significant changes, for 12 months or more.
55
Methodology: Chapter Four
Second, taking into account socio-demographic influences on participation, it was
important to select programmes that were promoted and implemented across the
entire case study area (see section 4.6). The third and final requirement considered
the need to compare and contrast similarities and differences between individual
programmes in order to identify which features encourage participation and which
do not: it was essential to select not only programmes that were as different from
each other as possible, but also programmes that were very similar with only
marginal differences.
The extensive desktop study revealed 44 home energy efficiency programmes.
They were all judged against the four requirements and 19 programmes were
shortlisted:
• Warm Front
• Warmer Homes Greener
Herts
• Cocoon
• E.on Insulation Scheme
• British Gas Insulation
Scheme
• Big Green Boiler Scheme
• Energy Labelling of White
Goods
• Councils' Low Energy Ught
Bulb Giveaway
• Energy or Fuel Suppliers'
Low Energy Ught Bulb
Giveaway
• Are You Doing Your Bit?
• Commit20%
• Acton C02
• Save Today Save Tomorrow
• Energy Savers Report
• Energy for Good
• Home Energy Conservation
Report
• Major Photovoltaic
Demonstration Programme
• Clear Skies
• Low Carbon Building
Programme
In order to compare the programmes and identify what makes a programme
successful, from homeowners' points of view, it was essential to recognize
aspects that the programmes have in common (presented in Table 4.4).
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Measure
Nature of Intervention
Fundln
Eligibility criteria
4.6 Selecting Case Study Areas
As explained in Chapter One, home energy efficiency programmes are available
throughout the country. Therefore, some decisions had to be made about the scale,
number and type of areas chosen. In terms of scale, it seemed that the borough, or
district, level was appropriate. The programmes' providers and promoters also deal
with each borough or district on an individual basis. Therefore, it is the level at which
the effects of approaches to promotion and other variations can be measured. Most
information on partiCipation is also recorded at the borough level and thus provides
details of the potential study population.
In terms of the number of case study areas required, it seemed that, in order to
achieve the depth of analysis required within given time and resource constraints,
three case study areas were likely to be the maximum that could be managed. The
three case study areas provided details of 2,122 potential study participants. The
questionnaire was posted to 100 per cent of the research population. From the
respondents, 50 participants were selected for the semi-structured interviews.
Lastly, consideration of the type of borough to be chosen had to be given. In
conSidering the aims of the research, several criteria for selection were apparent.
The most important was for the chosen boroughs to have promoted and enabled
participation in the entire selected sample of horne energy efficiency programmes.
Additionally, boroughs that comprised a wide variety of housing stock in private
ownership and wide-ranging socio-demographic compoSition, which would be
representative of the UK, were required. After undertaking research into a number of
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possible areas - Dacorum, Three Rivers and Watford - were chosen. They were
seen as appropriate cases for the following reasons:
4.6.1 Dacorum
Out of the three case study boroughs, Dacorum covers the largest geographical
area (213km2) with the smallest population density (652 persons per km2). The total
population of Dacorum is approximately 138,600. The ethnic make up is
predominantly white (93 per cent), with a small minority of South Asian (3.2 per
cent), black (1.4 per cent) and mixed race (1.5 per cent) (Dacorum Council, 2009).
The figures for domestic energy reduction as reported by the Home Energy
Conservation Officer in 2005 exceeded the national average of 16.71 per cent by
2.89 per cent (DEFRA, 2006). The national deprivation index places Dacorum below
average by 5.24. The index for income levels shows Dacorum also below the
national average by 8.5 although the employment figures exceed the national
average by 14.5 (CLG, 2008).
Dacorum's private housing represents 70.4 per cent of the total housing stock. The
main type of dwelling is terraced (34 per cent), followed by semi-detached (25.5 per
cent), detached (23.9 per cent) and flats, maisonettes or apartments (18 per cent).
Other housing types include caravans and houseboats. The average Standard
Assessment Procedure (SAP) rating of private housing is 56 (The National
Statistics, 2001-2008). Dacorum's main settlement, Hemel Hempstead, is a
relatively new town with its housing dating to 1950s. Some outer areas, however,
have dwellings dating to the 1900s (Dacorum Council, 2009).
Dacorum therefore represented the required housing mix in private ownership with
wide-ranging socio-demographic composition. Dacorum Council and the responsible
Energy Efficiency Advice Centre could prove that the entire selection of home
energy programmes was promoted in the whole district for the required time period
using various marketing approaches. They were also enthusiastic about the
research and agreed to provide homeowners' details.
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4.6.2 ThreeRivers
Three Rivers covers an area of approximately 89km2 and is home to around 86,400
residents, with population density of 973 persons per km2• The ethnic make up of
Three Rivers is largely white (89.4 per cent). South Asian (5.7 per cent), black (2 per
cent), mixed (1.7 per cent) and Chinese and others (1.2 per cent) make up the rest
of the population (Three Rivers District Council, 2009).
The figures for domestic energy reduction as reported by the Home Energy
Conservation Officer in 2005 exceeded the national average of 16.71 per cent by
3.1 per cent (DEFRA, 2006). Three Rivers' deprivation is below the national average
of 15.97, scoring 10.74. The trend is repeated by both the income and employment
indices, which exceed the national average of 177.50 by 121.5 and 133.5
respectively (CLG, 2008).
Three Rivers' private housing represents 77.1 per cent of the total housing stock.
The main type of dwelling is semi-detached (37.1 per cent), followed by detached
(28.4 per cent), terraced (19.3 per cent) and flats, maisonettes or apartments (16.3
per cent). The average Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP) rating of housing in
private ownership is 56 (The National Statistics, 2001-2008). Three Rivers district
was formed by the amalgamation of various settlements previously managed by the
Outer London authorities. Due to the amalgamation, there is a broad variance in the
housing construction ages. Many houses within Three Rivers were built pre-1900,
with another peak in new construction around the 193Os.Many properties were built
after the Second World War when a non-traditional building construction (e.g.
concrete buildings) was being piloted (Three Rivers District Council, 2009).
Again, Three Rivers offered the desired mix of housing types and socia-
demographic composition. Three Rivers District Council and the responsible Energy
Efficiency Advice Centre were keen to be involved in the research and agreed to
provide homeowners' details, but could also prove the continuous support and
promotion of all 19 programmes.
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4.6.3 Watford
Watford is the smallest, in terms of area covered (approximately 22km2), of the three
case study areas. However, its 80,000 residents make Watford the most densely
populated borough of the three (3,722 residentslkm2). The ethnic makeup of
Watford is predominantly white (83 per cent), with the largest representation (9.2 per
cent) of South Asian population within the three selected boroughs. Black (3.5 per
cent), mixed (2.5 per cent) and Chinese and others (1.6 per cent) make up the rest
of the population (Watford Borough Council, 2009).
The figures for domestic energy reduction as reported by the Home Energy
Conservation Officer in 2005 exceeded the national average of 16.71 per cent by
6.19 per cent (OEFRA, 2006). Watford's deprivation is close to the national average
of 15.97, scoring 15.81. However, both the income and employment indices exceed
the national average of 177.50 by 74.5 and 97.5 respectively (CLG, 2008).
Watford's private housing is 73 per cent of the total housing stock. The main type of
dwelling is terraced (31.8 per cent), closely followed by semi-detached (31.7 per
cent), flats, maisonettes or apartments (27 per cent), and detached (12 per cent).
Other housing types include caravans and houseboats. The average Standard
Assessment Procedure (SAP) rating of privately owned housing is 61 (The National
Statistics, 2001-2008). Watford saw its boom in housing construction around the
1930s. Construction continued apace until approximately 1975, with a large
proportion of properties being built after the Second World War (Watford Borough
Council, 2009).
Watford Borough Council and the responsible Energy Efficiency Advice Centre
agreed to provide homeowners' details representing various socio-demographic
composition from various housing types. Watford had a long-standing, active role in
promoting all 19 selected energy programmes.
4.7 Selecting PartiCipants
The research population is limited to owner-occupiers because the identified
programmes are primarily aimed at those households, and further limited to those
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who had expressed an interest in energy efficiency through contacting either the
relevant local authority or the local Energy Efficiency Advice Centre (EEAC) - this is
to exclude those who had not heard about any of the identified programmes and
would therefore not have had views on their merits and problems. Furthermore, by
limiting the study to those 'interested' homeowners, the research was able to identify
the percentage of homeowners who progressed from an interest into an action, but
was also able to ascertain in more depth what features are necessary for action to
betaken.
The total research population from the three case study areas was 2,122
homeowners. In order to produce reliable results, the entire population was included
in the quantitative part of the study and 50 participants were selected for semi-
structured interviews. The interviewee selection took into consideration several
aspects, including: place of residence; participation/non-participation in a
programme; gender; age; employment status; age of property; and type of property.
The sampling framework (Appendix E) ensured that the selected sample was
representative of the entire research population and enabled the study of individual
and contextual factors influencing participation.
4.8 DataCollection
Chapter One highlighted a number of drawbacks in the existing interventions. It
suggested there were difficulties in achieving significant participation levels,
especially where a number of home energy efficiency programmes offer similar
services and/or incentives. Therefore a method of investigation was needed that
allowed an exploration and identification of issues leading to participation; a method
that was structured yet open to the inclusion of any other factors that may be
relevant. Again, the starting point for the selection of a method was a review of
existing studies aimed at understanding participation in interventions.
There have been relatively few systematic studies of participation in interventions
and even fewer studies of homeowners' perceptions of UK home energy efficiency
programmes. However, those that have been undertaken have been very useful in
providing inSights into methodological issues, which are important to the study of
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homeowners' perception of the selected programmes. A review of these studies is
presented in Chapter Two.
The research methods used in the past have been largely quantitative, but rather
limited in subject areas (Le. studies are typically based in one discipline). The review
of previous studies highlighted, again, the need to have a good understanding of
barriers and motivators experienced by homeowners in their environment or context,
and to identify the means by which participation could be evaluated in a cross-issue
and multidisciplinary manner. For the purpose of this study primary data from
household survey and semi-structured interviews were collated: a postal
questionnaire was used to collect information regarding individual's opinions on
hindering and motivating factors to energy programmes participation, experiences
with established programmes as well as ideas for the development of new energy
programmes and household profile data; interviews were used to collect greater
details behind the interviewees' decision of whether or not to participate in a
programme and enabled the comparison of responses between programmes'
participants and non-participants.
4.8.1. Household Questionnaire
The use of a household survey (Appendix C) enabled a fast and reliable method for
gathering and processing a large amount of data (Bryman, 2004). The reviewed
literature and the examination of selected energy programmes guided the
questionnaire design. As the research was interested in establishing the overriding
motivations toward participation in energy programmes, the experiences with
participation in a programme(s), ideas for design of new programmes and general
questions related to homeowners and their homes, the questionnaire was divided
into four sections, each dedicated to collect specific data: section A asked questions
related to the theoretical barriers and motivators identified by literature review;
section B elicited respondents' opinions and experiences with the selected energy
programmes; section C encouraged respondents to 'design' a new programme; and
section 0 collected data related to socio-demographics. Even though questionnaires
are typically used to collect a large amount of quantitative data using closed
questions, the nature of the subject being studied by this research required open-
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ended questions to be used as well. It was important that the questions were asked
without suggesting or leading the respondent in any way. Attention was therefore
given to removing jargon, or ambiguous and technical terms, following an extensive
pilot test in the field (Robson, 2002, Pallant, 2007).
Consideration was given to the administration of the questionnaire and a decision
was reached to post the questionnaire together with a pre-paid envelope to 100 per
cent (n=2,122) of the research population. The time and resources did not allow for
second posting or collection by person, although if the response rate fell below 30
per cent a second post would be the preferred option for reaching a large response
rate. The population sample was obtained after permission from the relevant
authorities, from the local Energy Efficiency Advice Centre (EEAC) in Milton Keynes.
The EEAC's database contained addresses of homeowners in the case study area
who have participated or enquired about any of the selected programmes and gave
permission to be contacted in the future. The sample was relatively smaller than
initially anticipated and therefore the entire sample was used.
A response rate of 34 per cent was achieved. A total of 721 completed
questionnaires were received and this was considered satisfactory for the proposed
statistical analysis as this would provide reliable and valid data representative of the
whole sample. Table 4.5 shows the response rates by case study area.
Table 4.5: Household questionnaire response rates by case study area
T"~fIII, fillc..e......,ANI au......... 8ent Qu.... NIIIr<MIf.! ,< '.................._.
Dacorum 1016 428 42%
Watford 564 192 34%
Three RIvers 542 101 19%
Overall 2,022 721 34%
1A large number of homeowners from Three Rivers reported change of ownership, which led to the
lack of knowledge of programmes in which the previous owners participated.
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4.8.2. Interviews
As suggested in Chapter Two, some theoretical individual barriers such as personal
beliefs and experiences could be more effectively teased out by conducting semi-
structured interviews. However, conducting interviews takes skill and experience, so
that the interviewer does not lead the interview in any way by suggesting possible
constraints to participation. It was important to be aware of, and avoid, sources of
bias during the interviews (Strauss and Corbin, 1998, Oppenheim, 2006). Semi-
structured interviews were perceived as the most appropriate form of interview as
they allowed for prompts to be used throughout. The interviewees were selected
from volunteers responding through the postal questionnaire. The interviewees'
selection has taken into consideration the following criteria: energy programme in
which an interest has been expressed; gender; age; economic status; age of
property; and type of property. It was important to select interviewees that would be
representative of the entire research population, but also representative of each
selection criteria. The selection sampling frame and the interview transcript is
available in Appendix E.
It was equally important to interview people with actual experiences of the selected
energy programmes as well as homeowners who did not proceed beyond enquiry, in
order to determine the reasons for non-participation and to learn about real
experiences of the programmes. Interview schedules were therefore devised for the
two groups that consisted of key aspects' thematic questions derived from literature
review and questionnaire data analysis, which allowed the interviewees to be
probed on issues needing clarification. In this way interviews could be easily
compared, but also provided a wealth of detailed information (Oppenheim, 2006,
Pallant, 2007). A total of 50 interviews were conducted in the space of two months.
Fifty interviews were regarded as sufficient to provide robust and reliable data. Table
4.6 summarizes the selected participants.
64
Methodology: Chapter Four
Table 4.6: Interview participants by case study area
Cue StudyArea Programme programme Non- ......Partlcl .... ......__ ._
Dacorum 4 14 Male2 9 Female
Watford 1 2 Male6 4 Female
Three Rivers 2 4 Male1 1 Female
4.9 DataAnalyses
The data from questionnaires was entered into the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS). The analyses investigated the order of importance of perceived
barriers that hinder respondents' participation and the motivators that could
encourage respondents to participate. It also investigated how, from respondents'
viewpoints, those barriers could be overcome and motivators strengthened.
Following the research debate on the role of gender, the investigation turned to
analysing whether there were significant differences in perceptions between
different genders. To further the debate and to establish whether the participation in
energy programmes is influenced by the age of participants various age groups and
their perceptions of programmes' key aspects were compared. Lastly, given the
range of measures offered by individual programmes, it was imperative to ascertain
whether respondents' type and age of accommodation had any impact on
participation. Before undertaking any statistical tests, the data were prepared for
analyses by removing outliers, identifying missing data and checking for validity and
reliability (Pallant, 2007, Sapsford, 1996).
Once treated, the data were subjected to preliminary data analyses using
descriptive statistics such as frequencies, which provided important information
about the participants, their accommodation and the studied programmes.
Descriptive statistics provided the answers for the ranking and open-ended
questions determining which barriers and motivators were the most Significant for
respondents, but they also assisted with the interpretation of more complex
analyses. Next, attention was turned to examining the strength of relationships
between variables. This was achieved using more complex statistical tests such as
Kendall's rank (tau_b) correlation coefficient, one-way MANOVA, one-way ANOVA,
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Spearman's (rho) correlation and the Chi-square test of independence. The chosen
technique was dependent on the nature of variables, for example one-way
MANOVA was used for ranking questions with ordinal or continuous variables, while
one-way ANOVA analyses were used for variables violating various assumptions.
Kendall's rank correlation coefficient was used where two multiple-choice questions
were analysed to determine a distribution free test of independence and a measure
of the strength of dependence between two variables, as was the Chi-square test of
independence.
Qualitative data obtained from questionnaires and interviews was coded, using the
open coding principle (Pigeon and Henwood, 1996), and analysed.
4.9.1. Kendall's Rank (tau_b) Correlation Coefficient
Kendall's rank, or tau, correlation coefficient is used to analyse ranking data and as
such does not require normal distribution of data (Robson, 2002). In the ease of this
research study, for example, the assumption is tested that financially motivated
actions such as energy conservation are performed regardless of the belief about
wider environmental issues.
4.9.2. One-way MANOVA AnalYSis
One-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance MANOVA was used to
investigate the relationships between multiple independent variables to one
dependent variable and the effect of the interaction between independent variables
(Pallant, 2007). In order to earry out the analyses successfully, various assumptions
have to be true: data is normally distributed; the variances between groups are
evenly spaced; the predictor variables are independent of one another; and the
outcome variable is continuous (Roberts and Russo, 1999). However, the latter
condition contains a degree of flexibility where, if the group sizes are of equal size,
the outcome variable need not be continuous. As this was the case in this research
where the effect of interaction between various socio-demographics (e.g. gender,
age, employment) and barriers and motivators was tested, it was possible to use
MANOVA analysis.
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4.9.3. One-way ANOVA Analysis
One-way between-groups ANOVA was used to investigate the relationships
between single independent variable to one dependent variable and the effect of the
interaction between independent variables (Pallant, 2007). As in the case of one-
way MANOVA, various assumptions have to be true: data is normally distributed;
the variances between groups are evenly spaced; the predictor variables are
independent of one another; and the outcome variable is continuous (Roberts and
Russo, 1999). One-way ANOVA was used for variables that have violated
assumptions, particularly the levene's test assessing the equality of variances.
4.9.4. Spearman's (rho) Correlation
Spearman's (rho) correlation was used for ordinary or continuous variables and
single dependent variable. This test evaluates the degree to which individuals or
cases with high rankings on one variable were observed to have similar rankings on
another variable.
4.9.5. The Chi-square Test of Independence
The Chi-square test of independence tests the association between two categorical
variables. An assumption is made that none of the variables must achieve a count
less than five. If that occurs a violation is committed and the test cannot be
performed.
4.9.6. Qualitative Data Analysis
Qualitative data obtained from questionnaires was recorded in an Excel spread
sheet and interviews were transcribed using interview record cards (see summary in
Appendix F). The data treatment followed Miles and Huberman's (1994, p.245-6)
thirteen steps to qualitative data analyses: noting patterns, themes and trends;
seeing plausibility; clustering; making metaphors; counting; making contrasts and
comparisons; partitioning variables; subsuming particulars into the general;
factoring; noting relations between variables; finding intervening variables; building a
logical chain of evidence; and making conceptuaUiogical coherence. Prior to
undertaking the first interview, a provisional list of coding was prepared from
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literature review, previous research and questionnaire analysis. Following a
transcription of all 50 interviews, data were coded and the provisional list of codes
developed into a final, open-coded matrix, making it possible to identify patterns and
themes among the data. Where obvious, clusters of data were produced before
subjecting the results to data analyses using counting of frequencies and log-linear
analysis.
4.10 Conclusions
This chapter has presented the methodologies chosen for the use in this PhD study.
The rationale for the selection of behaviour determinants, home energy efficiency
programmes case study areas and participants was explained. The methods of data
collection were described: data related to barriers and motivators, opinions of
existing energy programmes and the design of new programmes was collated
through the use of a household questionnaire; and data related to deeper personal
experiences and influences was gathered by semi-structured interviews. The
relationships and interactions between variables were analysed using Kendall's rank
correlation coefficient, one-way MANOVA and ANOVA, Spearman's correlation and
the Chi-square test of independence. Qualitative data were analysed using Miles
and Huberman's (1994) approach. The results must be treated with caution, but
could be used as an aid to future energy programmes' design.
The following chapters (Chapter Five and Six) provide information relating to the
results of the data analyses including not only the complex analyses but also
descriptive statistics. Chapter Five explores the data obtained from postal
questionnaire and ascertains any existing relationships between variables. Chapter
Six utilizes the data obtained from questionnaire analyses and offers results from
qualitative data examination.
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Empirical Evidence from Household
Questionnaire
Questionnaire Analysis: Chapter Five
Perceptions of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes:
Questionnaire Analysis
5.1 Introduction
Chapters Two and Three provided information on theoretical barriers and motivators
to participation in energy efficiency programmes, obtained from literature review and
details from examination of current programmes, respectively. The overall aim of
this research dictated that the investigation was carried out from homeowners'
perspectives, thus in order to satisfy the third objective a complete analysis of data
derived from questionnaires and interviews was undertaken. This chapter provides
results of the statistical analyses of data derived from questionnaires and provides
partial measures of how well barriers and motivators are addressed in current
programmes. It also offers partial explanation for relationships between variables
and a better understanding of the design for future programmes. Interview results
presented in Chapter Six complete the understanding of relationships and provide
detailed information of homeowners' experiences with current programmes and their
expectations from newly developed programmes. The combined results are then
used in Chapter Seven to satisfy the third objective:
• To assess how well barriers and motivators are addressed in current
programmes designed to encourage homeowners to reduce energy
consumption in the home.
This chapter commences with background information and general characteristics of
the research participants (from section 0 of the questionnaire) obtained from
descriptive statistical tests such as frequencies (section 5.2). A detailed explanation
of the methodology for choosing participants was given in Chapter Four, section 4.7.
The results of descriptive statistics aided the interpretation of results from the more
complex statistical tests such as rank correlation. Prior to analysing the remaining
datasets Kendall's rank correlation coefficient was used to test the assumption
made in Chapter One, section 1.6.2, that financially motivated actions are
independent of wider environmental concerns (section 5.3).
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First, preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity,
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices
and multicollinearity and any violations were dealt with accordingly. Next, the data
within each section of the questionnaire were subjected to statistical analyses using
again descriptive statistics before undertaking more complex analyses using
Kendall's rank correlation coefficient, one-way MANOVA, one-way ANOVA,
Spearman's correlation and the Chi-square test of independence where appropriate.
While this chapter provides summary of the statistical results only, the details of all
the tests are contained in Appendix D.
5.2 General Characteristics of Participants
In looking at environmental behaviour determinants, it is not uncommon for socio-
demographic and socio-economic factors to have impact on homeowners'
participation in energy programmes. It was therefore important to establish the
degree to which the research sample was representative, in order to determine
whether or not meaningful comparisons between groups of different socio-
demographics can be made. The results are presented in Tables 5.1 to 5.3, section
5.2.1.
The UK-GBC (2008a) criticizes the current energy programmes for favouring
homeowners in receipt of benefits and thus antagonizing those 'able-to-pay'. In the
course of this research it was deemed important to ascertain what percentage of
people proceeded from an interest to actual participation in a programme(s). It was
further important to determine whether the respondents' economic status could be
used as a predictor of respondents' actions. The questionnaire was therefore
designed to collect data on economic status. The results are presented in Table 5.4,
section 5.2.2.
Lastly, the examination of current energy programmes revealed that they are rather
limited in terms of measures or range of activity (for details see Chapter Three). The
examination showed for example that insulation programmes are offered for cavity
walls, rather than other types of walls, concentrating on houses, rather than blocks
of flats. It was therefore important to collect data on the type of houses the
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respondents live in. The results are presented in Tables 5.5 to 5.7, section 5.2.3.
Tenure was not included in the analyses because the research was aimed at owner-
occupiers.
5.2.1 Socia-demographics
The overall proportion of male respondents was 48 per cent while 52 per cent were
female (Table 5.1). There was therefore a good representation of male and female
participants and findings could therefore be generalized.
Table 5.1: Gender of participants
Gender No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
Male 340 48%
Female 373 52%
Data on age was collected in terms of date of birth (Table 5.2). Using SPSS
respondents were grouped in four equally represented groups: 41 or under; between
42 and 56; between 57 and 69; and over 70.
Table 5.2: Age of participants
Age No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
41 or under 156 23%
Between 42 - 56 188 27%
Between 57 - 69 159 23%
Over 70 185 27%
The data representing ethnic groups was collected using categorical data for six
categories: white; black; Asian; mixed; Chinese; and other. The results presented in
Table 5.3 are biased toward the white ethnic group which in itself is a significant
finding highlighting that the current programmes attract predominantly white
participants. However, it must be reiterated that the ethnic makeup of the case study
area was predominantly white and the results are therefore not surprising. Any
conclusions drawn from this research can therefore be applied to white ethnic group
only and no comparisons between ethnic groups could be made here.
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Table 5.3: Ethnicity
Ethnici~ No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
White 649 93%
Black/Black British 9 1%
Asian/Asian British 29 4%
Mixed 6 1%
Chinese 1 0%
Other 5 1%
5.2.2 Economic Status
The economic status considers the type of income respondents receive. Categorical
data were recorded for seven categories: employed or self-employed; unemployed;
retired; looking after family; full time student; long term sick; and other. As the
results in Table 5.4 show the majority of respondents fell within the employed or
retired category. The remaining categories were amalgamated into one 'other'
category for further analyses. The categories therefore were: employed; retired; and
other.
Table 5.4: Economic status
Economic Status No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
Employed/Self-employed 403 57%
Unemployed/Seeking work 3 0%
Retired 264 37%
Looking after family/Home 28 4%
Full time student 3 0%
Long term sick/Disabled 4 1%
Other 4 1%
5.2.3 Property Details
As mentioned in the introduction to section 5.2, the examination of current energy
programmes revealed that their range of activity, or measures that they offer, is
rather limited in scope. It was therefore important to determine the type of houses
the respondents live in and cross-examine these results with the results related to
respondents progressing from an interest to actual participation in a programme(s}.
The types of accommodation included in this research were: detached
house/bungalow; semi-detached house/bungalow; terraced house/bungalow; end of
terrace house/bungalow; flat, maisonette or tenement; and other. The 2001
Population Census (Office for National Statistics, Last viewed January 2011)
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showed that 80 per cent of people in the UK live in houses, 20 per cent in flats and
around 0.4 per cent live in other types of accommodation. Out of the 80 per cent of
houses almost a third was made up by semi-detached, followed by an even spread
between detached and terraced houses. The results presented in Table 5.5 show
that a marginally larger proportion (37 per cent) of respondents in this study live in
detached houses or bungalows and 32 per cent live in semi-detached houses or
bungalows, thus exceeding the national average. The bias in the data could be
attributed to the nature of the population sample, which is determined, among other,
by the aspects of the studied energy programmes and the source of the population
sample (for detail see Chapter Four, section 4.7).
For further analyses, both categories for terraced properties were amalgamated into
one category, and flat, maisonette or other tenement were combined with other
types of properties. The categories for further analyses therefore were: detached;
semi-detached; terraced; and other.
Table 5.5: Type of accommodation
Type of Accommodation No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
Detached house/Bungalow 267 37%
Semi-detached house/Bungalow 228 32%
Terraced house/Bungalow 122 17%
End of terrace house/Bungalow 62 9%
Flat, maisonette or tenement 34 5%
Other 2 0%
The categories determining the age of property were selected to reflect the major
changes in building regulations. The decision to do so followed reasoning that, with
tightened regulations, the property becomes more energy efficient, which will
predetermine which programmes, if any, the occupant might be interested in. The
most represented ages of properties were: 1950-1966 with 27 per cent; 1930-1949
with 21 per cent; and 1901-1929 and 1967-1975, both with 12 per cent (Table 5.6).
For future analyses the age of properties were amalgamated into five groups,
following changes in building construction and building regulations Part L: pre 1900-
1929; 1930-1975; 1976-2006; post 2007; and don't know.
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Table 5.6: Age of property
Age of Property No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
1901 -1929 86 12%
1930 -1949 152 21%
1950 -1966 194 27%
1967 -1975 89 12%
1976 -1982 36 5%
1983 -1990 33 3%
1991 -1995 12 2%
1996 - 2002 36 5%
2003 - 2006 9 1%
Post 2007 5 1%
Don't know 16 2%
After determining the age of properties, it was important to establish the type of
property construction with particular focus on external walls. The categories chosen
for this research were: stone; solid brick; cavity; timber frame; don't know; and other
(Table 5.7). Corresponding with the results in Table 5.6, a large proportion (47 per
cent) of respondents live in housing constructed with solid walls. The second highest
category is houses constructed with cavity walls (43 per cent). For further analyses,
stone and solid brick types of construction formed one category, and other types of
construction and those that respondents were not sure of (don't know) also created
one category. The categories for further analyses therefore are: solid wall; cavity;
timber frame; and other.
Table 5.7: Type of external walls
Type of External Walls No of Respondents Percentage of Respondents
Stone 12 2%
Solid brick 335 47%
Cavity 310 43%
Timber frame 16 2%
Don't know 35 5%
Other 7 1%
5.3 Determining whether Financially Motivated Actions Happen
Independently of the Wider Environmental Concerns
Various researchers (e.g. Stern, 2000, DEFRA, 2002, Bedford et al., 2004) argue
that financially motivated actions are carried out independently of wider
environmental concerns, and this research is based on that premise (see Chapter
One, section 1.5). However, to ensure that this holds true for the research
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population, statements used by Defra were reproduced derived from their extensive
research into identifying the public's attitudes and behaviours toward the
environment undertaken in 2007 (DEFRA, 2007) and 2008 (DEFRA, 2008). The
opinions of respondents toward set statements about environmental situations
(Question A1) were compared against their interest in conserving energy (Question
A2) using Kendall's rank correlation coefficient. The results show that there are
small correlations between the environmental statements and respondents' interest
in improving energy efficiency in their homes (for statistical output see Appendix D,
page 199). However, this relationship is not statistically significant and cannot be
used to explain the data. Furthermore, Figures 5.1 to 5.3 in section 5.4 show
finances as the greatest barrier, most important circumstance and most influential
motivator for energy conservation. The assumption was therefore to some degree
confirmed.
5.4 Analyses of Theoretical Individual and Contextual Barriers,
Circumstances and Motivators
In Chapter Two the most commonly quoted barriers to and motivators for energy
conservation were identified from literature review and used as intervening variables
for this research (see Table 4.2). Before subjecting the data to more complex
statistical analyses using intervening variables identified in section 5.2, descriptive
statistics were used. The results are presented in Figures 5.1 to 5.3.
Figure 5.1 shows the results to Question A3, where respondents were asked to
identify which of the recognised barriers they found prevent them from energy
conservation activities. The most significant barriers to energy conservation were
the perception of it being 'too expensive' (52 per cent) and the 'lack of knowledge of
the best solutions' (19 per cent).
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Figure 5.1: Highest ranking theoretical individual and contextual barriers to energy conservation
The results confirm what has been found in previous research: homeowners found
energy conservation activities too expensive.
Next, the barriers were subjected to analysis using Kendall's rank correlation
coefficient against respondents' gender and age (for statistical output see Appendix
D, page 204). The analysis revealed that none of the data sets represent any
significant relationships, which contradicts the view (see for example Kollmuss and
Agyeman, 2002, do Paco and Varejao, 2010, Hargreaves et al., 2010, Sparks et al.,
2010) that barriers to energy conservation significantly differ for various gender and
age groups. However insignificant the relationship between barriers and gender and
age groups were, it was of further interest to identify whether any differences in
perceptions of barriers existed (for statistical output see Appendix D, pages 204-
207). MANOVA tests were therefore carried out, which revealed that the only
significant difference between males and females, using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha
level to 0.006, were that male respondents thought of 'lack of knowledge of the best
solutions' as a greater barrier than females. Females, however, saw 'likely fuel
savings' as a marginally bigger barrier to undertaking energy efficiency
improvements than males.
The examination of differences between age groups identified 'lack of time' as the
only barrier with significant differences between groups. While there are slight
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significant differences between groups, the most important finding is perhaps that
the younger the respondents are, the more of an issue time is for them. This
suggests that the older generation has more time to invest in energy conservation:
however, it is important to repeat here that no statistically significant relationship
exists between the variables and that the amount of data that could be explained by
the results is very small.
Figure 5.2 shows results to questionnaire Question A4 about circumstances under
which respondents would consider engaging in energy conservation activities. The
Figure shows that 30 per cent of respondents would react to a 'special offer', 28 per
cent of respondents consider 'rising energy costs' as motivating circumstances, 21
per cent and 11 per cent would act only if they were 'replacing an existing heating
system' or 'replacing appliances'.
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Figure 5.2: Highest ranking theoretical individual and contextual circumstances under which energy
conservation activity is undertaken
The results reiterate that cost, either 'special offer' or 'rising energy costs', is the
single most important factor when decisions are made by respondents on whether
or not to participate in energy conservation activities. Additionally, the results also
show that respondents are more likely to invest in energy conservation only when
their heating systems or existing appliances require replacement. Any building
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works including 'moving into new property' were ranked as the highest motivating
circumstances by a relatively low percentage of respondents.
The circumstances were then subjected to Kendall's rank correlation coefficient test,
revealing no statistically significant relationships between the variables (for statistical
output see Appendix 0, page 210). Again, in order to gain more understanding for a
better design of future programmes, it was imperative to examine the data further
using MAN OVA (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages 211-214). No
statistically significant differences between males and females on the combined
dependent variables and between age groups and the variables were found.
Figure 5.3 shows the results to Question A5, where respondents identified which
motivators they found encourage them to undertake energy conservation activities.
A large proportion (70 per cent) of respondents would conserve energy in order 'to
save money on fuel bills'. 27 per cent of respondents are motivated by the need 'to
reduce the amount of harmful emissions' and 11 per cent are motivated by the wish
'to preserve finite fuel resources'.
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Figure 5.3: Highest ranking theoretical individual and contextual motivators for energy conservation
The results show that saving money on fuel bills is the single biggest motivator for
action supporting the findings from literature review. Environmental motivations,
such as reducing the amount of harmful emissions and preserving finite fuel
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resources, are also strong but for a much smaller percentage of respondents.
Improving saleability of respondents' homes and complying with building regulations
are much weaker motivators, which support the findings from analysis of
circumstances (Figure 5.2).
Once again, Kendall's test revealed no significant relationship between variables,
supporting the notion that not only barriers but also motivators are similar for any
gender and age group (see for example Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Darnton, 2004,
Tonglet et al., 2004, Kalantari et al., 2007, Loughnan et al., 2010, Scannell and
Gifford, 2010). Further investigation revealed slight differences between males and
females and their perception of 'to improve saleability of my home', where females
perceived it as a marginally bigger motivator than males (for statistical output see
Appendix D, pages 217-224).
5.4.1 Conclusions
When considering the theoretical individual and contextual barriers to and
motivators for energy conservation in isolation (e.g. without carrying tests to identify
relationships with gender and ages), the strongest single influence is cost: 52 per
cent of respondents believed energy conservation activities to be 'too expensive'; 30
per cent of respondents would participate in a programme if they provided a 'special
offer'; 28 per cent would react to 'rising energy costs'; and 70 per cent of
respondents would be motivated to conserve energy in order 'to save money on fuel
bills'. Table 5.8 presents the summary of the highest ranking and most significant
(selected by at least 10 per cent of participants) factors affecting participation.
Table 5.8: The highest ranking theoretical individual and contextual barriers, circumstances and
motivators
Factors Identified by Literature Review as Affecting Participation Percentage ofRespondents
Barriers
Too expensive 52%
Lack of knowledge of the best solutions 19%
Special offer 30%
Circumstances
Rising energy costs 28%
Replacing heating system 21%
Replacing appliances 11%
To save money on fuel bills 70%
Motivators To reduce the amount of harmful emissions 27%
To preserve finite fuel resources 11%
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The analysis identifying differences according to gender and ages of respondents
revealed only small correlations, indicating that neither barriers nor motivators are
driven by gender and age. The results support some researchers' findings (see for
example Diduck and Sinclair, 2002, Damton, 2004, Tonglet et al., 2004, Kalantari et
al., 2007, Loughnan et al., 2010, Scannell and Gifford, 2010), that attitudes toward
energy conservation are independent of gender and ages. The results thus
strengthen the argument made by this research that energy programmes' aspects
must be better understood in order to increase participation in the Mure.
5.5 Examining Participants' Opinions and Experiences with
Existing Energy Programmes
Section 5.5 provides information on the statistical analyses of results collected from
household questionnaire Section B, which focused on identifying the overall
knowledge of, participation in and opinion on all three groups of programmes:
insulation and appliances; advice and education; and renewable energy technology.
It then reports the percentage of people progressing from knowledge of a
programme to actual participation (Figures 5.4 to 5.6). Next, relationships are
analysed between participation and gender, age and economic status and
participation and property's age, typology and external walls. Finally, it provides
information on the analyses of the open-ended questions determining respondents'
opinions and experiences with programmes, and in particular aspects, in which they
have partiCipated. Any relationships and associations between programmes"
aspects and respondents" gender and age are also identified.
5.5.1 Participants' Opinions and Experiences with Insulation and AppIlances
Energy Programmes
Figure 5.4 provides information on the insulation and appliances category of
programmes: Warm Front (WF); Warmer Homes Greener Herts (WHGH); Cocoon;
E.on Insulation Scheme (E.on); British Gas Insulation Scheme (BG); Big Green
Boiler Scheme (BGBS); Energy Labelling of White Goods (Labels); Councils' Low
Energy Light Bulb Giveaway (Council LELBG); and Energy or Fuel Suppliers' Low
Energy Light Bulb Giveaway (LELBG). It shows the number of respondents that had
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knowledge about a programme (Question B3), followed by the number of
respondents that participated in that programme (Question B4), together with the
percentage of respondents progressing from knowledge to participation.
The three most successful programmes, in terms of knowledge and participation,
were Energy or Fuel Suppliers' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway, Energy Labelling
of White Goods and the Councils' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway. However, the
three most successful programmes in terms of progression rates from knowledge to
participation were: Energy or Fuel Suppliers' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway;
Councils' Low Energy Light Bulb Giveaway; and Warmer Homes Greener Herts.
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Figure 5.4: Percentage of respondents progressing from knowledge to participation in insulation and
appliances programmes
The participation rates in energy programmes were first analysed using Kendall's
rank correlation coefficient against respondents' gender, age and economic status
(for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages 225-227). The results of that analysis
revealed no significant relationships between any variables. However small the
correlation between respondents' gender and age, it was of further interest to
investigate whether one group of independent variables has more influence over
participation in particular programmes and, if so, to further determine whether there
is any significant association between categories. The data were therefore analysed
by the Chi-square test of independence (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages
81
Questionnaire Analysis: Chapter Five
227-241). The results again revealed that only a very small association was found
between some of the variables. The level of association is therefore statistically
insignificant: some interesting conclusions could however be drawn: the results
show that the older generations (between 57 and 69 and the over 70) in the sample
tended to proceed from knowledge to participation more readily than the younger
respondents. No statistically significant association between gender and
participation and economic status and participation were noted.
Next, the analysis process was repeated for the same group of energy programmes,
but this time using property's age, typology and type of external wall as the set of
independent variables. First, Kendall's rank correlation coefficient was used to
determine the strength of relationships, if any, followed by the Chi-square test of
independence to determine differences, if any, between categories. Again, the tests
did not reveal any statistically significant relationships between variables (for
statistical output see Appendix D, pages 225-227 and 258-272).
5.5.2 Participants' Opinions and Experiences with Advice and Education
Energy Programmes
Figure 5.5 provides information on the advice and education category of
programmes: Are You Doing Your Bit? (AYDYB?); Commit 20%; Act on C02; Save
Today Save Tomorrow (STST); Energy Savers Report (ESR); Energy for Good
(EFG); and Home Energy Conservation Report (HECR). It again shows the number
of respondents who had knowledge about a programme, followed by the number of
respondents who had participated in that programme and the percentage of
respondents who progressed from knowledge to participation.
The three most successful programmes in terms of knowledge were Act on C02, the
Home Energy Conservation Report programme and Energy Savers Report
programme. In terms of partiCipation, the three most successful programmes were:
Home Energy Conservation Report; Energy Savers Report; and Are You Doing Your
Bit? The three most successful programmes in terms of progression rates from
knowledge to participation were: Energy Savers Report; the Home Energy
Conservation Report; and Are You DOingYour Bit?
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Advice and education programmes
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Figure 5.5: Percentage of respondents progressing from knowledge to participation in advice and
education programmes
Again, the energy programmes in this category were first correlated against gender,
age and economic status of participants. As in the case of insulation and appliances
programmes, the correlations indicated no statistically significant relationships. The
data were subjected to the Chi-square of independence test despite the small
correlations (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages 226-227 and pages 241-
253). The tests again revealed no significant associations, but one again indicated
that it is the older groups of respondents that tend to participate in programmes
more readily than the younger respondents.
Similarly, Kendall's rank correlation for energy programmes and property details
revealed no significant relationships. The Chi-square test of independence could not
be carried out for any of the programmes because none of them reached a
response count greater than five (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages 226-
227 and pages 272-283).
5.5.3 Participants' Opinions and Experiences with Renewable Energy
Technology Programmes
Figure 5.6 provides information on the renewable energy technology category of
programmes: Major Photovoltaic Demonstration Programme (PV); Clear Skies; and
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Low Carbon Building Programme (LCBP). The data presented in the graph follow
the same principles as in Figures 5.4 and 5.5.
Unlike in the categories of insulation and appliances and advice and education
programmes, there appeared to be a much more equal spread of numbers in terms
of knowledge, participation and progression rates, where Major Photovoltaic
Demonstration Programme and Clear Skies reached the same levels. The exception
is the Low Carbon Building Programme, with much larger numbers of respondents
with knowledge about the programme, but lower participation and thus progression
rates.
Renewable energy technology programmes
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Figure 5.6: Percentage of respondents progressing from knowledge to participation in renewable
energy technology programmes
Kendall's rank correlation coefficient analysis for both socia-demographics and
property details showed no significant relationships between variables. The Chi-
square test of independence could not be carried out in this instance because none
of the programmes achieved a response count greater than five (for statistical output
see Appendix D, page 227 and pages 253-258 and 283-288).
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5.5.4 Participants' Opinions and Experiences with Energy Programmes'
Features
As mentioned in section 5.4.1, a greater understanding of programmes' features is
needed in order to identify what makes programmes successful in terms of
participation. This section discusses programmes from actual participants'
viewpoints and focuses on identifying the features that were most liked (Question
83, Figure 5.7), least liked (Question 84, Figure 5.8) and in the opinion of
participants in need of improvement (Question B5, Figure 5.9). Lastly, the question
was posed whether or not existing participants in energy programmes would be
willing to participate in future programmes and, if so, in which type (Questions 86
and 86a, Figures 5.10 and 5.11).
Existing participants listed approximately nine features that they liked about one or
more programme(s) in which they have participated: free light bulbs; good value for
money or free; educational; easy to take part in; good service; feel-good factor;
reduction in money spent on fuel bills; immediately noticeable results; no
disruptions. Only features that were quoted by at least 10 per cent of participants
were included in the analysis. Figure 5.7 shows that: 29 per cent of participants liked
receiving free low energy light bulbs; 22 per cent felt they were receiving good value
for money or completely free services; 17 per cent had received information and
have learnt something new about energy conservation; 14 per cent stated that
taking part in the programme was easy and straight forward; and 12 per cent liked
the service they had received and/or were happy with the standard of workmanship.
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Most liked features
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Figure 5.7: Programmes' features that existing participants liked the most
The results reconfirmed that saving money and receiving free services is the most
important motivator and therefore the most liked feature of a programme. The
relationship between most liked programmes' features and participants' gender and
age was investigated using Kendall's rank correlation of coefficient, revealing no
statistically significant relationships (for statistical output see Appendix D, page 288).
Although the test showed no significant relationships, the Chi-square test of
independence was carried out and, while most of the variables showed no
association between them, female respondents (62 per cent) liked the existence of
the education aspect in programmes more than males (38 per cent) (for statistical
output see Appendix D, pages 289-294).
In the case of least liked programmes' features, participants listed 15 features that
they disliked: nothing; missed opportunity; wasted time; not enough choice;
complicated information; wrong contact information; already having too many low
energy light bulbs; not offering beyond-the-typical services; mess caused by workers
and associated disruptions; having to pay; eligibility criteria being too tight; no
incentives; limited grants not including solid wall insulation, double glazing or boiler
replacement; not enough information; and having to clear the loft prior to loft
insulation. Only four features were quoted by no less than 10 per cent of participants
and were included in further analyses.
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Figure 5.8 shows: 26 per cent of participants had positive experiences with
participation and could find nothing they disliked; 22 per cent felt that when the
participation in one programme is completed, information should have been
provided on how/what else they could do to further improve energy efficiency of their
homes; 22 per cent did not like the time they wasted on missed appointments and
promised call-backs; 21 per cent of participants felt that there is not enough choice
in types of low energy light bulbs on offer, and in contractors and firms to carry out
the necessary works.
Least liked features
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Figure 5.8: Programmes' features that existing participants liked the least
The relationship between least liked programmes' features and participants' gender
and age was investigated using first, Kendall's rank correlation of coefficient,
followed by the Chi-square test of independence. The tests revealed no statistically
significant relationships and associations between variables (for statistical output
see Appendix D, page 288 and pages 294-298).
Next, participants were asked which feature(s}, if any, in their opinion would benefit
from improvement. Ten features were listed: publicity; advice; incentives; choice;
eligibility criteria; information on progress; help with clearing out lofts; making good
and tidying up after works; extending the range of measures including solid wall
insulation, better deals for landlords and blocks of flats, double glazing and boilers;
and providing better information on cost, timing and contacts.
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Six features were quoted by at least 10 per cent of participants and are presented in
Figure 5.9: 44 per cent felt that publicity needs to be better, stripped of jargon, using
simple and clear language and that there needs to be more of it; 23 per cent felt that
there should be a one-stop-shop offering comprehensive advice on all aspects of
energy conservation; 14 per cent would like greater and better discounts and
incentives; 12 per cent would increase the choice of products and services on offer;
10 per cent would even and broaden eligibility criteria; and 10 per cent would like to
be better informed of progress.
Features that need irnprovrnent
90
80 44%
I/)- 70c:
Cl)
"0 60c:
0 500..
I/) 23%
Cl) 40~- 30 14% 12%0 10%
0 20 10%
Z J10
0
Publicity Advice Incentives Choice Eligibility Information
criteria on progress
Features
Figure 5.9: Programmes' features that existing participants felt would benefit from an improvement
Further statistical tests revealed no significant relationships between any of the
variables (for statistical output see Appendix D, page 288 and pages 299-305).
When asked whether existing participants would be interested in participating in
future programmes, 65 per cent said yes, and 38 per cent said no (Figure 5.10).
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Willingness to participate in future programmes
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Figure 5.10: Would existing participants be willing to participate in future programmes?
First, Spearman's rho correlations were calculated to determine whether there were
relationships between willingness to participate in future programmes and
participants' gender and age (for statistical output see Appendix D, page 305).
Tests revealed no statistically significant relationships. However, to determine
whether male respondents are more likely to participate in a future programme(s)
than females and whether decisions change with age, the Chi-square tests of
independence were carried out (for statistical output see Appendix D, pages 305-
307). The tests' results, using Pearson's Chi-square, show no significant relationship
between willingness and gender, but yet again they indicate differences between
age groups. This time it is the older generations that are fractionally less willing to
participate in future programmes.
When further asked which programmes would interest them, 14 responses were
listed: renewable energy; any that would be relevant; boiler replacement; don't know
enough about existing programmes to make that decision now; loft, cavity wall or
solid wall insulation; double glazing; Warm Front; Energy Labelling of White Goods;
home energy conservation check; energy audit; advice and education programmes;
low energy light bulbs; smart metering; and draught proofing. Six programmes were
suggested by no less then 10 per cent of participants and are included in Figure
5.11.
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Figure 5.11: Type of programmes existing participants would be willing to participate in in the future
No significant relationships were revealed by the correlation tests, but some small
differences were shown by the Chi-square test (for statistical output see Appendix
D, page 307 and pages 307-314). It revealed that males (67 per cent) were more
interested in the boiler programme than female respondents (33 per cent) and the
age group between 57 and 69 showed more interest in that programme than the
remaining age groups. The age group of over 70 was the most unsure about
programmes in which they might wish to participate in the future.
5.5.5 Conclusions
From the data analyses presented in Figures 5.4 to 5.11, it is apparent that
programmes in the insulation and appliances category are the most successful in
terms of knowledge, participation and progression rates. The programmes will be
subjected to further analysis in Chapters Six and Seven where the programmes'
aspects will be examined in order to provide possible answers for the programmes'
success or the lack of it. Table 5.9 shows the summary of results of the current
programmes' features' analyses.
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Table 5.9: The highest ranking features of current energy programmes
Current Energy Prognun ..... ' Featu .... percentage of
- dents
Free measures 29%
Most liked Good value for money 21%Provision of educational aspect 17%features Easy participation 14%
Good service 12%
Nothing 26%
Lest liked Missed opportunity on providing further advice 22%
features Wasted time on appointments and other 22%communication
Minimal or no choice of measures 21%
Fragmented and infreQuent advertising 44%
Inappropriate and incorrect advice 23%
Features needing Lack of incentives 14%
an improvement Minimal or no choice of measures 12%
Compliance with eligibility criteria 10%
Lack of information on progress 10%
Promisingly, 62 per cent of existing participants would like to participate in
programmes in the future, while 38 per cent would not. The existing participants
would like to participate predominantly in renewable energy technology
programmes, thus supporting previously established findings that interest in
renewable energy is on the rise (do Pac;oand VarejAo, 2010). The results suggest
that the older respondents were more knowledgeable and progressed from
knowledge to participation more frequently than the younger generation. Equally,
however, it was the older generation that was more reluctant to commit to
participation in the future and was therefore more unsure about which type of
programme, if any, they would participate in. The results indicate that while male
respondents prefer the more technically focused programmes, such as the boiler
replacement programme, female respondents preferred the softer approaches, for
example they liked the educational element of a programme, again supporting
previously established findings (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, do Pac;o and
VarejAo, 2010, Hargreaves et al., 2010, Sparks et al., 2010). It must be reiterated
here, however, that any associations found were very small and not significantly
important. The results must therefore be used with a great caution.
Lastly, the encouraging results found that once respondents made their decision to
participate in a programme, they were relatively happy and would have changed the
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programme only marginally or not at all. The greatest challenge how to tum interest
into participation and thus increase possible participant numbers, however, remains.
5.6 Homeowners' Design of New Energy Programmes
Section C of the questionnaire was designed to collect information that addressed
further some of the identified barriers and motivators from Chapter Two. It sought to
collect more information on barriers and motivators using open-ended questions
(Figures 5.12 to 5.14), to identify in which, if any, programmes the entire sample of
respondents, not just those previously taking part, would like to participate in the
future (Figure 5.15), to find out which body should administer future programmes
(Figure 5.16) and what size of programmes would be most satisfactory (Figure
5.17), before turning attention to identifying how the programmes should be
promoted (Figure 5.18). Lastly, results were analysed against respondents' gender
and age.
The first question (Question C1) sought to uncover barriers that respondents
perceived as important to them. This was achieved by using an open-ended
question rather than ranking barriers identified by literature review (Question A3). As
in section 5.5 answers were analysed further only if they were quoted by at least 10
per cent of respondents. Twelve barriers were identified: too expensive; hassle
factor; inconvenience; unclear information; unreliability; not knowing where to start;
long payback; lack of time; available solutions for traditional houses only; unclear
benefits; being preached at; eligibility criteria too tight.
Five of these barriers are included in Figure 5.12: 46 per cent of respondents would
not contemplate participating in future programmes if they were too expensive, had
no incentives or offered an inadequate grant; 28 per cent would not like to
participate in a programme that carries too much hassle, such as too much
paperwork, too many criteria to fulfil, or overcomplicated application process; 14 per
cent would reject participation in a programme if the information was complicated,
biased and difficult to differentiate between from other programmes; 11 per cent
would not participate in a programme that would bring too much inconvenience such
as disruptions, alterations to the house, and a large amount of preparation work; and
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10 per cent of respondents feared that unreliability of installers, technologies,
suppliers and programmes themselves would impede them from further
participation.
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Figure 5.12: Features that would represent the greatest barriers for participation in future
programmes
Notwithstanding that previous examination between barriers and respondents'
gender and age revealed no significant relationships, the data were again subjected
to Kendall's rank correlation coefficient (for statistical output see Appendix D, page
314). Again, and therefore confirming previous results, the test showed no
significant relationships between them. However, the results of the Chi-square test
revealed that the oldest generation (over 70) considered the expense of participation
in a programme as a greater barrier than did the remaining age groups (for
statistical output see Appendix D, pages 314-320).
The same open-ended method (Question C2), rather than ranking (Question A5),
was used to enlist deeper motivating features. The respondents considered 16
features as motivating: finances; advice; advertising; no hassle; fuel savings;
knowing where to start; long term guarantee; better education; broader eligibility
criteria; greater choice; improved living standards; aftercare service; world-wide
participation; feel-good factor; avoiding 'greenwash'; sympathetic to the house.
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Five features are presented in Figure 5.13 and represent the main motivators to
future participation: 57 per cent of respondents stated that they would consider
future participation if programmes offered greater discounts, incentives, grants or a
tax rebate, if they provided better value for money and were more cost effective and
could be paid for from savings resulting from energy efficiency measures; 23 per
cent believed that advertising has to be local, easy and understandable, offering
clear descriptions of process, benefits, outcomes and payment options; 20 per cent
of respondents felt that better, impartial, tailor-made, comprehensive, whole-house
advice offered by a one-stop-shop is needed; 17 per cent felt that they would
participate in a future programme if all hassle factors were removed, such as making
the application process easy and straightforward, ensuring that installation is carried
out with minimal disruptions and is carried out by trustworthy and reliable
contractors using tested technology and products, and without 'hidden strings and
small print'; and 10 per cent of respondents would participate in a future programme
if they were guaranteed to achieve a reduction in fuel consumption.
Main motivators for future participation
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Figure 5.13: Features that would motivate respondents to participate in future programmes
Both subsequent tests revealed no statistically significant relationships and
associations between variables (for statistical output see Appendix 0, page 320 and
pages 320-325).
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Respondents were asked once more, at the end of the questionnaire (Question C7),
what else would motivate them to participate in the future and they provided another
list of 11 features: proven results; description of processes; tailor-made
programmes/processes; short payback period; the use of 'show home'; better
government policies; information provided on a fuel bill; programme enabling not
preaching; programmes specific to landlords, flats and listed properties; prioritized
list of actions; and legal requirements, green tax and sanctions for non-compliance.
Figure 5.14 represents the top four features that were listed by at least 10 per cent
of respondents: 19 per cent of respondents would participate in programmes that
could demonstrate proven results in either fuel or financial savings; 14 per cent
would like to see better, clearer and more detailed descriptions of the process,
benefits and outcomes of a programme; 12 per cent would prefer a tailor-made,
specific and comprehensive programme; and 10 per cent would only participate in a
programme with short payback.
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Figure 5.14: Additional motivators for participation in future programmes
The last of the Kendall's rank correlation coefficient tests to examine whether a
relationship exists between motivators and respondents' gender and age revealed
yet again no significant relationships between the variables (for statistical output see
Appendix D, page 325). However, the Chi-square test highlighted that there were
some small differences for gender and age group (for statistical output see Appendix
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D, pages 326-330). Where 63 per cent female respondents considered 'tailor-made'
programmes as motivating, only 37 per cent males thought so. On the contrary,
however, it was 61 per cent of males who believed 'short payback' to be motivating,
compared with 39 per cent of female respondents. Lastly, differences were revealed
between age groups, where the over 70 believed the 'description of processes' to be
more motivating than the rest of the groups. Again, it has to be pointed out that all
the associations are only small and thus not statistically significant.
Next, attention was turned to defining which programmes respondents would prefer
and which organization should take the lead and how they would have to be
organised, in order to encourage participation. The following four figures (Figures
5.15 to 5.18) represent results from ranking questions with only the highest-ranking
choices presented. It was important to establish what type of programme
respondents would be interested in participating in the future (Question C3, Figure
5.15). Five choices were presented, and respondents ranked them in order of
importance: advice and education; insulation; appliances; renewable energy
technology and none. An option to list 'other' programmes was also given, but did
not yield any additional results.
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Figure 5.15: Type of programmes respondents would be willing to participate in the future
Kendall's rank correlation coefficient was also used to establish whether any
relationships occur between choice of programmes in which respondents might be
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willing to take part in the future and their gender and age. It showed, once more, no
significant relationships between them. Four dependent variables were subjected to
a MANOVA test: advice and education; insulation; appliances; and renewable
energy technology. Due to the high percentage of missing data, the 'none' option
was removed from the equation. The independent variable was first gender,
followed by age. There was no statistically significant difference between any of the
groups (for statistical output see Appendix D, page 330 and pages 331-334).
When considering which organization (Question C4), if any, should administer future
programmes the following choices were provided: central government; local council;
voluntary organization; energy or fuel supplier; community group; none; and don't
mind. Again, an option to provide other ideas was given, but again, no additional
information was provided. The highest-ranking responses are presented in Figure
5.16.
250
III 200-s:::
(I) 150-cs:::
0 100C.
III
(I)
50~-0 0
0z
Preferred administrative organization
33%
22%
16%
12%
10%
6%
3%
I
Organization
Figure 5.16: Organization respondents would prefer to administer future programmes
No significant relationships and associations between variables were identified (for
statistical output see Appendix D, pages 334-340).
When the geographical sizes of programmes (Question C5, Figure 5.17) were
considered six options were presented: UK-wide; regional; county-wide; district-
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wide; community based; don't mind; and other. No responses were listed under the
'other' option and it was therefore not included in the results.
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Figure 5.17: Size of future programmes respondents would prefer
No statistically significant relationship or differences were revealed by either
Kendalls' rank correlation or MANOVA (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages
340-345).
Lastly, a question was posed to consider which, if any, marketing strategies and
approaches should be employed when promoting a new programme (Question C6).
Seven options were provided (Figure 5.18): TV advertisement; internet
advertisement; radio advertisement; direct mail-out; local council campaign; word of
mouth; and don't mind. Again, an option to list other strategies was provided, but
remained largely unutilized, although it did contain some additional suggestions
such as information on utility bills, information on products, information in local
press, information from energy or fuel supplier, and specialized press. The
additional responses were represented by less than two per cent of respondents
and were therefore not included in further analysis.
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Figure 5.18: Marketing strategies for future programmes respondents would prefer
No statistically significant relationships were revealed by Kendall's rank correlation:
however, a statistically significant difference was found between the age groups,
where the youngest group (41 or under) preferred the internet and radio advertising
to the rest. However, this difference was very small as only three per cent of the
data can be explained by the results (for statistical output see Appendix 0, pages
345-353). Furthermore, both options ranked the lowest of all listed marketing
strategies.
5.6.1 Conclusions
When respondents were presented with the opportunity to list barriers and
motivators that they themselves found most influential, they again listed finances as
the most significant factor. Table 5.10 presents responses quoted by at least 10 per
cent of respondents that should be considered in the design of new programmes.
The results of this chapter, and this section in particular, will be considered in the
following three chapters.
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Table 5.10: Barriers and motivators identified by homeowners as potentially influencing participation
Factors identified by Homeowners .. Potentially IntIuencIng Pen:enIage ofP .•• -
Too expensive 46%
Hassle factor - inconvenience in a form of 28%
oreoaranon work and the time it took to organize etc.
Unclear information. inappropriate and incorrect 14%
Barriers advice
Hassle factor - inconvenience in a form of 11%
preparation work and the time it took to organize etc.
Unreliability of technology. programme provider and 10%
installers
Finances (e.g. special offer. grant. free or cost- 57%
effective measures)
Motivators
Persuasive form of advertising 23%
Imoartial. up-to-date and accurate advice 20%
No hassle 17%
AdeQuate fuel savings 10%
Proven results 19%
Additional Description of oroeesses 14%
motivators Tailor-made interventions 12%
Short payback oeriod 10%
In terms of the design of Mure programmes, while the respondents either did not
mind, or would prefer a UK-wide programme, they were much more in favour of the
local council to administer and promote such a programme, thereby reducing the
programme in size and keeping it localized. The more complex statistical test
revealed no significant relationships between variables.
5.7 Conclusions
While the results confirmed that some of the recognized barriers and motivators are
still relevant and valid, they did not support the notion that attitudes toward energy
conservation are governed by gender. They also did not find any connections with
age, economic status and type of properties. When more complex analyses were
applied, various differences between groups were found. The differences, however,
although statistically significant, cannot be taken in isolation because, even though
some significant associations and relationships were found, the percentage of data
that could be explained by them is very small. Caution must therefore be exercised
when interpreting the results.
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The questionnaire results showed that the most successful, in terms of awareness
and participation numbers, was the insulation and appliances group of programmes,
because it offered a whole range of economic incentives. It also showed that the
research participants would prefer to participate in a programme that is organized by
the government, but administered and promoted by the local council. The results
provided some invaluable evidence, in terms of barriers and motivators to
participation, summarized in Table 5.11, which to a degree validated the factors
identified by literature review, but also provided a variety of other factors identified
by homeowners. The outcomes therefore provided rich new information that will be
incorporated into the design of a new, evidence-based framework for the design of
new programmes in Chapter Eight. The results of this chapter, which informed the
design of the interview schedule detailed in Chapter Six, are discussed in Chapter
Seven.
Table 5.11: Barriers and motivators identified by empirical research as influencing participation
FMtonI ..... dIIId by .",,__,_ .......... by
L.IItntIn RevIN ..........
Too expensive Missed opportunity on providing
further advice
Lack of knowledge of the best Wasted time on appointments
solutions and other communication
Minimal or no choice of
measures
Fragmented and infrequent
advertising
Inappropriate and incorrect
advice
Barriers
Lack of Incentives
Minimal or no choice of
measures
Compliance with eligibility criteria
Lack of infonnation on progress
Too expensive
Hassle factor - Inconvenience In
a form of preparation work and
the time it took to organize etc.
Unreliability of technology,
programme provider and
installers
To save money on fuel bills Free measures
To reduce the amount of Good value for money
hannful emissions
To preserve finite fuel resources Provision of educational aspect
Motivators Special offer Easy participation
Rising energy costs Good service
Replacing heating system Rnances (e.g. special offer,
grant, free or cost-effective
measures)
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Factors identified by Factors Identified by
LIterature Review Homeownera
Replacing appliances Persuasive form of advertisinQ
Impartial, up-to-date and
accurate advice
No hassle
AdeQuate fuel savinQs
Proven results
Description of processes
Tailor-made interventions
Short payback period
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Empirical Evidence from Interviews
Interview Analysis: Chapter Six
Perceptions of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes:
Interview Analysis
6.1 Introduction
In Chapter Five data obtained from postal questionnaires were analysed using
various statistical tests. The results provided information on barriers and
motivators to participation in a wide range of home energy efficiency
programmes, but they did not reveal any significant variances between
different socio-demographic groups (e.g. male and female). Not only were the
theoretical barriers and motivators validated to a large degree, but a whole
host of new factors influencing participation were identified (see Chapter Five,
Table 5.11). The questionnaire analysis provided details for the design of the
interview schedules. There were two schedules: one designed for
homeowners who progressed from knowledge of one or more programmes to
participation; the other for homeowners who decided not to participate in the
programme(s) about which they had enquired. Chapter Six, together with the
questionnaire analysis results, provides empirical evidence needed to fulfil the
third objective of the thesis:
• To assess how well barriers and motivators are addressed in
current programmes designed to encourage homeowners to
reduce energy consumption in the horne.
Fifty interviews were conducted to gain more in-depth knowtedge about the
key aspects of each of the energy programmes identified by the research (for
programmes' details see Chapter Three). The chapter commences with the
identification of differences in opinions between programmes' participants and
non-participants (section 6.2). In section 6.3 programmes' key aspects are
discussed, and the chapter concludes with a discussion on the ideas
proposed by interviewees on the design of future barrier-free and motivator-
enhancing programmes (section 6.4).
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6.2 Differences in Opinions between Programmes'
Participants and Non-participants
Fifty interview participants were selected from volunteers, consisting of 16
participants in an energy programme and 34 non-participants (for details of
interview participants' selection see Chapter Four, section 4.7). The aim of the
interview was, among others, to identify why some homeowners decided not
to participate in a programme whilst others did. The interviews revealed that
there were three main differences, summarised in Table 6.1, between the two
groups of interviewees: issues related to cost of participation; unsuitability of a
programme or a property; and unmet expectations and other disappointments.
Table 6.1: Main differences between programmes' participants and non-participants
0IffMwnces "..,.. ........... p..... .~Non-"
Affordable Too expensive
Hidden cost
Cost of participation Minimal financial difference
between free and having to
pay for participation
Suitable for participants' Unsuitable for non-
Programmes' suitability properties
participants' properties due
to building type or
construction
Unmet expectation and
Umited choice of measures Broken promises
Investment of too much time Missed appointments
other disappointments for small reward
Over a half of non-participants stated that they thought the programmes were
too expensive even after a special offer or a grant was offered, while almost
all of participants perceived the programmes they had participated in as
affordable. The issue of a programme being too expensive was particularly
important to those wishing to take part in the renewable energy technology
programmes: one respondent remarked, "even after receiving the measly
amount [for a photovoltaic array], which they have expected me to jump
through so many hoops for, I would still be left with paying thousands of
pounds" (Interview Participant No. 41).
In the case of insulation programmes, the non-participants were discouraged
by hidden costs and additional charges: for example, one comment was "The
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cost is based on hypothetical houses. It will cost me more than they are
advertised for [because my house is larger than the average]. I could do it
cheaper with DIY, but I would rather pay someone if they were truthful about
the cost" (Interview Participant No. 22); another commented "I was given a
quote that was suddenly and un-proportionately increased because I had
awkward access and shallower [roof] pitch" (Interview Participant No.17). Also
in the case of insulation programmes, the non-participants, particularly those
in receipt of various means-tested benefits and thus possibly eligible for the
Warm Front programme, pointed out that a minimal financial difference meant
that they had to pay for insulation: "I was told that if only I had £30 less I
would qualify [for Warm Front], but as it is I would have to pay to have it
[cavity wall insulation] done" (Interview Participant No. 21).
Many of the non-participating interviewees were disappointed that the
programmes were so limited in terms of what type of measures they offered
and what type of properties they encompassed: -I live in an old block of flats
with electric storage heaters and there is absolutely no programme out there
that I could benefit from" (Interview Participant No. 43); "I own an old 1929
detached property with solid walls and no one is able to tell me when solid
walls will be included in those programmes" (Interview Participant No. 19).
The participants who installed either loft or cavity wall insulation through the
identified programmes were satisfied with the measures on offer.
Some of the non-participants had experienced some sort of disappointment or
stated that they had expected something more from a programme: -I was
promised a call back from the call centre and when it finally [three weeks later
than promised] came I was spoken to so rudely that I put the phone down and
never bothered to try again" (Interview Participant No. 29); ., wanted to sign
up to Act on C02 campaign, but after going to the website to find out more
about it, I thought to myself what is the point? It is just lip service. Anyone ean
say what they expect him to, but do nothing. I expected something tangible,
so I didn't bother" (Interview Participant No. 30). The majority of participants
who had pursued insulation programmes received exactly what they had
expected, but a quarter stated that they have expected better service: 'they
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did a good job with the insulation, but I would have liked them to tidy up better
after themselves" (Interview Participant No.4). All of the participants taking
part in low energy light bulb giveaways would have liked greater choices in
the type of light bulbs. Half of the homeowners participating in renewable
energy technology had regrets about "wasting time for such a small reward"
(Interview Participant No.3).
6.3 Understanding Homeowners' Experiences with Existing
Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
Understanding of homeowners' perceptions of the available energy
programmes is the most important facet of this thesis. It was therefore
imperative to gain as much information as possible that is specific to the
identified programmes and their key aspects. For this reason semi-structured
interviews were conducted, which enabled the researcher to include findings
from postal questionnaires, but also allowed the interviewees to enrich and
broaden the subjects to include their experiences further. All interviewees
were questioned about the first six aspects: awareness raising; measures;
funding; eligibility criteria; application methods; and preparation work. The
remaining two (work and aftercare) were described only by programmes'
participants.
6.3.1. Interview Participants' Experiences with Current Awareness
Raising
When evaluating awareness raising avenues it became apparent that,
although the wish to save energy is predominantly financially motivated and is
therefore not dependent on wider environmental issues (for empirical
evidence see Chapter Five, section 5.2), the separate notions of energy
conservation and climate change became intertwined and rather confusing for
the interviewees. The interview discussions therefore tended to switch from
specific types of avenues relevant to the programme in which homeowners
expressed an interest (e.g. direct mail, leaflets) to much wider and broader
ways of promoting the reduction of carbon dioxide (e.g. TV advertising of
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effects of climate change using images such as polar bears). Some
interesting views were obtained for future utilization and effectiveness of
awareness raising and these are therefore included in the analysis.
First, homeowners were asked about how their interest was first sparked. Two
avenues appeared particularly successful: direct mail from the council inviting
homeowners to apply for the free services of Warm Front; and chance
encounters with either council officers or EEAC's representatives. In the case
of renewable energy technology, only a small minority of homeowners reacted
to an advertisement placed in newspapers or journals. A small fraction of
homeowners decided that they would like to improve the energy efficiency of
their homes and contacted EEAC without receiving any promotional material
to prompt them. A small number of homeowners reacted to a leaflet and some
could not remember: "it is absolutely ages ago, I can't remember" (Interview
Participant No. 22).
Second, homeowners were asked what they thought of mass media
advertising for energy conservation. It was here where the boundary between
climate change and energy conservation became blurred. While an
overwhelming majority of homeowners proceeded to talk about the lack of
effectiveness of adverts related to climate change (e.g. -I can't relate to
Alaska and the images, it's always polar bears. I feel sorry for them, I really
do, but they mean nothing to me", Interview Participant No. 34), only a very
small number could recall an advert, when prompted, that focused on energy
conservation. To determine whether any mass media campaign could be
effective, participants were asked to think of a governmental campaign that in
their opinion was successful in terms of, first, being memorable and, second,
causing a behaviour change. The most memorable campaigns were: stop
smoking; drink and drive; and health campaigns such as those related to
cancer. When pressed further about what made them think of these, the
participants pointed out that with these campaigns it was clear to see what the
given behaviour could cause and the consequences it could have, creating a
certain fear factor. In terms of causing behaviour change, some interviewees
felt that the threat of legal actions (e.g. as in the case of drink and drive
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campaign) was the most important factor in changing actual behaviour.
Although some participants could see how this method could be replicated for
energy conservation most perceived difficulties - due to energy being
invisible, cause and effect unclear and mostly removed by time and space -
and felt that the fear factor would be rather weak. The only aspect that
participants felt could be effective was using economic incentives as a driver
for change.
6.3.2. Interview Participants' Experiences with Current Measures
After establishing what measures homeowners had enquired about, they were
asked whether their expectations were met. Almost all participants in
programmes felt their expectations had been met. Only one stated that she
did not want nor need any more low energy light bulbs, even though she was
receiving them through the post from her energy supplier anyway. Half of non-
participants were disappointed by the range of measures on offer and decided
not to participate because the programme did not offer what they needed. The
other half of non-participants was relatively happy with the measures but felt
that participation in programmes was expensive even after receiving a grant.
A specific issue was raised when discussing advice and education
programmes: homeowners saw very little sense in participating in these
unless they were selling their property, when they would have to provide an
energy performance certificate. The most common response was the
expression of uncertainty as to what gain is to be had simply by subscribing to
a website promising to save energy. Another issue with programmes from this
category, specifically with the Energy Labelling of White Goods, was the
complexity of, and at times hard-to-understand information presented on the
labels: "You almost need a degree to decipher what the labels say and mean"
(Interview Participant No. 33); and "the writing is so small one needs a
magnifying glass to be able to read it" (Interview Participant No. 45).
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6.3.3. Interview Participants' Experiences with CUmJnt Funding
When the issue of funding of energy efficiency measures was discussed most
interviewees agreed that to make the decision to invest depends not only on
the finances available to them, but also on their own priorities. Interviewee
Participant No. 19 provided a pertinent answer, which reflected many of the
aspects raised by others: "I know that the environmental situation is dire and I
know we are fast running out of fuel and I also know that if I invest in energy
efficiency now I will save money in the long run, but I have children who will
soon go to university and I have to run a car to get to and from work and
those things take precedence I am afraid".
Interviewees were asked how they intended to payor would pay for the
energy efficiency improvements: a minority received free measures; others
received or would have received a grant if they had participated in a
programme; others still had or would have had to pay the full price for any
measures received because they did not meet the eligibility criteria or more
often because no programme existed that would meet their needs; and some
of the interviewees expected the measure to be free to them, but found out
that they too did not meet the eligibility criteria.
Next, interviewees who were interested in programmes with a grant were
asked whether or not they thought the grant level was generous enough to
ensure their participation. Half saw the level of grant as sufficient to
participate, while a small number also felt the grant was adequate, but did not
trust the source of the grant and decided therefore not to participate. The rest
of the interviewees felt that the grant was too low for them to proceed any
further.
6.3.4. Interview Participants' &perIences with Cunent Eligibility CtItet1.
Relevant interviewees were asked about the existence of eligibility criteria and
what effects they had on their participation. For five Interviewees the eligibility
criteria were receiving the correct means-tested benefits and, while three had
no objections, two felt that the criteria were too tight: -it was so frustrating. I
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was 'too rich' for the scheme. It was only a small difference. Something like
£20 and it was very annoying" (Interview Participant No. 48).
Interviewees participating in some of the renewable technology programmes
or the Big Green Boiler Scheme had to select the relevant technology, find an
installer and submit a quote before they received any indication of whether or
not they would receive a grant. In one case, the technology had to be installed
and the discount was claimed retrospectively. Half of them also had to bring
the efficiency of their homes up to a higher standard and perceived it as too
much hassle for a very small reward: "I just could not believe the amount of
work they expected you to do for such a small grant" (Interview Participant
No. 33).
6.3.5. Interview Participants' Experiences with Current Application
Methods
The next step in participation for some of the studied programmes is
application. The interviewees with experience of this step were asked what
method they used or would have had to use in order to take part in the
programme, and what they thought about it. The following methods were
given: an online application form; postal form; and telephone either the
Energy Efficiency Advice Centre or the programme provider.
The responses to the second question were mixed and varied, and induded
comments not only about the application method, but also general practices
including time delays between submission of an application and a response
by the programme administrator. "It took an absolute age for someone to get
back to me. I had almost forgotten all about it by the time someone called-
(Interview Participant No. 43). Other comments included complaints about the
way the business was conducted: "I was spoken to like a child, they were so
condescending. I did not like that one bit" (Interviewee Participant No. 46);
"They have phoned, arranged an appointment and then cancelled. That
happened three times. On the fourth they never bothered cancelling, just did
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not tum up" (Interview Participant No. 36). Additionally, some homeowners felt
that the application form was too long and complicated.
6.3.6. Interview Participants' Experiences with Current Preparation Work
There were two questions designed to find out whether interviewees were
required to carry out some sort of preparation work, and whether the
requirement had any influence over their decision to participate. Just over a
half were required to either clear their lofts or find an installer or technology,
and some had to improve the overall energy efficiency of their homes. When
asked whether the amount and nature of preparation work had any significant
impact on their decision-making, homeowners felt that to a certain degree the
removal of preparation work would make participating in a programme easier:
"How many hoops do you have to jump through, and to be expected to do all
that [preparation] work as well?" (Interview Participant No. 36).
Finally, interviewees were asked which of the six key aspects were the most
significant for making the decision whether or not to participate. None of the
participants assigned any significance to either the awareness raising
avenues or the application methods. A small number of participants perceived
measures as positively influencing their decision, while just under half of non-
participants perceived the existing measures as negative features of the
studied programmes. Just under a quarter of participants saw funding as a
positive feature, and the same number of non-participants believed it a
negative feature. Eligibility criteria did not represent a positive feature for
anyone, but a minimal number perceived it as a negative one. Similarly, the
requirement of preparation work was not seen as positive by any of the
interviewees, but some perceived it as negative.
6.3.7. Interview Participants' Experiences with Current Works
The next questions about the last two aspects were posed only to actual
participants in any of the studied programmes. The participants were asked to
describe their experiences with the wor1<sdelivered by the programmes'
110
Interview Analysis: Chapter Six
providers. Half of the participants were happy with the services they received;
however, the other half had minor issues with the quality of works:
dissatisfaction with the workers, their attitude and the state they left
homeowners' properties in after they completed the works; receipt of
unwanted goods; and disappointment with educational programmes.
6.3.8. Interv/ew Partie/pants' Experiences with Current Aftercare
Lastly, the question was posed whether or not participants received any form
of aftercare. Some homeowners received a telephone call from the
programme provider, but stated that the phone call was purely to establish
that the homeowner had received the measures and was satisfied with the
workmanship. Around three-quarters of participants did not receive any form
of aftercare.
6.4 Interview Participants' Proposed Approach to Design of
Future Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
Once the actual experiences of the studied programmes were determined, it
was important to establish what the existing participants would have changed
after participation, and what would persuade the non-participants to take part
in a programme in the Mure. The interview participants were encouraged to
design a programme or programmes with what they perceived as minimal
barriers and maximum motivators.
6.4.1. Changes to Awareness Raising Proposed by Intelvlew
Participants
Even though awareness raising avenues were not perceived by interviewees
as significant influencers of their decisions, they were seen by all as the most
important first step in providing information to potential participants. Many of
the interviewees were of the opinion that the current approach was ineffective
and needed improvements: -I always considered myself interested in energy
conservation and I thought I knew a lot about what is out there. But I was
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surprised to learn how many programmes there are. That just shows you how
bad the advertising really is" (Interview Participant No.7).
The interviewees were presented with a single question: how would you
improve the existing awareness raising avenues? Again, the discussion here
was split between awareness raising of the energy programmes and the wider
environmental issue of climate change, and, again, both of these issues were
included in the analysis. The homeowners provided a large variety of
responses focusing on three areas: quantity; content and context; and
avenues. A general consensus was reached that there needs to be constant
but holistic awareness raising, not only of issues related to climate change,
but more specifically to the existing programmes: "a series of adverts can be
created, similar to the old Nescafe ads - almost a mini-series, that would
show what is happening but also what can be done about it" (Interview
Participant No. 41); "it [advertising] needs to be in your face, everywhere and
all the time. A little bit like the Aids adverts used to be" (Interview Participant
No. 11); and "The message has to remain the same and cannot be constantly
changing" (Interview Participant No. 35). Contrary to the need to have more
frequent and visible awareness, the homeowners were of the opinion that
there are too many programmes and too many providers to enable an
individual to make an informed choice between programmes. It was
suggested that local authorities become solely responsible for advising the
public and providing information on available programmes through a one-
stop-shop.
The issue of quantity led to the introduction of the issue of content and context
for the advertising campaigns. Homeowners suggested that the awareness
raising should be targeted at specific groups of people using images that
might appeal to each. For example, one interviewee commented, "use
animals for animal lovers, point out the unnecessary waste to older
generation, or try to make energy conservation desirable to young people
through better life style" (Interview Participant No. 15). However, interviewees
also suggested that, whichever images are used, whether of disasters or
engendering empathy with an issue, they should be from a local environment
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that individuals can relate to: "We all know that the ice is melting and that they
suffer bad droughts in Africa, but we cannot relate to that. We need to use
what is happening here in the UK, like flooding in York for example" (Interview
Participant No. 39). Most importantly, however, interviewees felt that all the
campaigns related to energy conservation specifically should have a clear
explanation, in easy to understand language, of how energy conservation
translates to money savings: "We are all upset by some of the images of
struggling animals and people from far away countries, but we are all a little
bit selfish. We need to know that there is something in it for us. Using that
logic, if you want to make people conserve energy tell them how they will
benefit from it. Money is the easiest thing to relate to" (Interview Participant
No.9). Almost all of the interviewees agreed that all advertisement should
avoid any 'blame and shame' tactic: "There is no point saying that we
[individuals] are responsible for some disaster or another because we use too
much energy. That just makes you want to give up trying all together. The
task is too big for one person to deal with. Instead they should try to empower
us through positive re-enforcement and tell us that we can change the world"
(Interview Participant No.1).
Lastly, content and context support the notion of holistic and constant
awareness raising using all available avenues in modem marketing and
advertising. The homeowners provided a list of various avenues that they
believed could both raise awareness of climate change, but also of the
existing programmes. The avenues included: popular TV programmes such
as EastEnders; the use of a famous personality, in the way for example Jamie
Oliver has drawn attention to healthy eating; the use of a local show-house
featuring all available technology; and providing tailor-made advice to
individuals; involving manufacturers and utilities; placing more responsibility
on employers; and creating programmes that are focused on the whole
community rather than individual households.
Furthermore, householders suggested that existing participants in a
programme should be made automatically aware of what else they should or
could do to improve the energy efficiency of their homes. The interviewees
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believed that the informational and educational loop could thus be repeated
until all the possibilities and opportunities to save energy were exhausted.
Lastly, the homeowners felt that the information and education programmes
made very little sense and create very little difference when they are
promoted on their own, and they should therefore be linked to other more
technological programmes: "OK, so you sign up to say I will conserve energy,
but then you do not do any of it. Nothing happens to you, nothing changes for
you. But if you provide additional information on how to save energy when you
are having something done, that might actually work. Like, use your new
heating most efficiently and this is how" (Interview Participant No. 22).
6.4.2. Changes to Measures Proposed by Interview Participants
When discussing experiences with measures, it became clear that many
homeowners decided not to participate because the measures on offer did not
meet their needs or requirements. The interviewees therefore suggested that
a wider choice of products and services is necessary to encourage greater
participation: "Sooner or later they are going to run out of lofts and cavities to
insulate and then what? The technology is out there, so why not make it
available under those programmes?" (Interview Participant No. 30). Similarty,
the need to offer measures (e.g. heat pump) that go beyond-the-typical was
also raised. However, the greatest interest was expressed in tailor-made
advice specific to individual homes and needs: "Having someone to come in,
assess the house, tell me what I should do, how much it is going to cost me,
how much I will save and where I can get everything I need, would be the
ideal" (Interview Participant No. 23); "Knowing what you have and ean do with
or about it and be able to prioritize the jobs, would help me budget and plan"
(Interview Participant No. 44).
Additionally, the interviewees felt that installing new technology or other
energy efficiency measures without the education that would lead to the most
efficient way of running their homes is a waste of opportunity, and
programmes should therefore offer all-encornpassing approach to energy
efficiency: "Don't just install the most efficient boiler and leave me with a 150
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odd pages of manual. Tell me how to use it to its maximum potential. You
have the opportunity, so educate me" (Interview Participant No. 24).
6.4.3. Changes to Funding Proposed by Interview Participants
Funding was perceived as the greatest barrier to participation. The way to
increase participation, according to most interviewees, was by either reducing
the cost of participation or allowing participants to pay through savings or
instalments. The homeowners would ideally like to see bigger grants and
discounts particularly for renewable energy technology, but if this is not
possible they suggested alternative ways of payment, and suggested the
introduction of more favourable green loans. They also felt important to
remove any hidden costs to participation.
6.4.4. Changes to Eligibility Criteria Proposed by Interview Participants
With the exception of broadening of the eligibility criteria for free energy
programmes such as Warm Front, and reducing the complexity for
programmes offering grants for renewable energy technology. the
interviewees did not have any strong suggestions.
6.4.5. Changes to Application Methods Proposed by Intetvlew
Participants
The application method, homeowners felt. was not greatly important, but
could still be improved in order to reach many more potential participants.
Interviewees proposed a more interactive approach to application. where the
interested homeowner would be kept informed on the progress of the
application on a regular and frequent basis. The speed of responses to an
application should be improved. and they should reduce the amount of
information required in the first instance and limit the amount of small print.
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6.4.6. Changes to Preparation Worle Proposed by Interview Participants
The requirement for preparation work was not an important factor in decision-
making; however, when designing a new programme, homeowners felt that
the local authority should provide a service that would clear the loft for those
who needed help, and should also provide help and guidance with the initial
decision when selecting new technology.
6.4.7. Changes to Works Proposed by Interview Participants
The debate around work was rather limited and interviewees could not
imagine what and how they would have changed or improved it, with the
exception of shortening the times between application submission and works
being carried out, keeping appointments, and taking better care of
homeowners' possessions, and employing companies with tracked and
proven record.
6.4.8. Changes to Aftercare Proposed by Interview Participants
Strong opinions were expressed when discussing the availability, practicality
and usefulness of aftercare. Many homeowners felt that the lack of interest
from the programme providers after interventions are completed is a wasted
opportunity. Participants could be encouraged to carry on and explore other
avenues to conserve energy: -I got a phone call to ask if I was happy with the
workmanship. That was it. What a waste! They could have suggested the next
step, what else to do and where to get it" (Interview Participant No.8). Other
suggestions on how to improve the aftercare stage included: -I would have
liked practical advice on how to work out that it [cavity wall insulation] actually
made a difference" (Interview Participant No.6); and advice on how to
calculate or measure the energy or monetary savings achieved by installing
an energy efficiency measure.
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The interviews raised many interesting issues. The experiences of
participants revealed that overall, once homeowners decided to participate in
a programme, they were generally happy with what they received. However,
non-participants had encountered many barriers, which caused them to
decide against participation. Lack of money was once again quoted as one of
the biggest obstacles, followed by the limitations of a programme's measures.
The interviewees were asked to design an ideal programme. Some of the
most interesting conclusions can be drawn around the awareness raising
avenues aspect, calling out for a consistent, holistic and comprehensive
approach using various methods available for modem day marketing,
advertising and general awareness raising. A summary of the findings from
analysing the interview participants' experiences with current energy
programmes and their proposed changes to the individual programmes' key
aspects is presented in Table 6.2.
Table 6.2: Summary of findings from interview participants' experiences with current
programmes and their proposed changes
-- -II. . . , ", ',i,.
Awareness raising
Avenues experienced: direct
mail linked to a free
programme; chance encounter
with staff; newspapers;
journals; leaflets; and no
prompts
Use of all available avenues: TV
programmes; popular
personality; local show-house;
tailor-made advice; involve
manufacturers, utilities and
employers; and focus on
community not an individual
Use of inappropriate images Provide constant and holistic
awareness raising
Use of inappropriate messages Have fewer programmes run by
local authority
Produce advertisement that
targets different audiences
Produce localized adverts with
Iocall~esetc.
Use clear language, avoiding
jargon and provide clear
explanations
Avoid the use of 'blame and
shame' tactic
Provide continuous information
on other ways of conserving
energy
Incorporate advice and
education into the more technical
117
Interview Analysis: Chapter Six
Programmes' Key ........... PartIcIpMIa' ....... PerIIcIpMta'
Aapecta -- -"_ P ...._L
programmes
Differences in the level of Provide wider choice of
satisfaction with meeting measures
expectations
Measures were still expensive Provide measures that are
even after receiving a grant be_yond-the-_M)lcal
Measures Various information was seen Provide tailor-made programmes
as too complicated and difficult
to understand
Seeing no point in participating Support the more technical
in advice and education programmes with advice and
programmes education
Programmes participated in Provide greater level of grant
offered: free measures; grant;
or no economic incentive
Funding Grants offered were too low Enable altemative payments:through savings; instalments;
green loans
Distrust in the funding Remove hidden costs
organization
Criteria were too tight Broaden the eligibility criteria
Eligibility criteria Presented too much hassle to Limit the amount of informationfulfil required
Criteria were too complex Reduce the complexity
Methods used: online form; Use more interactive approach
postal form; telephone. and provide regular information
on applications' progress
There were too many delays Speed up the response time
Application method between submitting applicationand receiving response
TIme has been wasted on Reduce the amount of
cancelled appointments etc. information required
Some staff behaved Limit the amount of small print
inappropriately
Having to clear loft Provide help with clearing the loft
Preparation work Having to increase the overall Provide initial guidanceenergy efficiency of the house Reduce the complexity of
preparation work
Many participants were Shorten the time between
satisfied with works received application submission and
works being carried out
Some received bad Keep appointments
Works workmanship
Others received unwanted Take care of homeowners'
_g_oods
Disappointment with the advice Employ companies with tracked
and education proarammes and proven record
None provided Provide information on additional
programmeslways to save
Aftercare energy
Limited to quality control Provide help with calculating
~mone_ysavi_Ms
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In the next chapter, the empirical evidence is used to assess the studied
programmes to determine whether, if at all, they overcome the identified
barriers, enhance motivators and thus theoretically encourage participation.
The following chapter also provides analysis of how important individual
issues, such as motivators, are to homeowners within the established
programmes' key aspects. The combined results will enable the final
objective, the creation of an evidence-based theoretical framework for the
design of future programmes, to be fulfilled in Chapter Eight.
119
Chapter SEVEN
Assessment of Energy Programmes
Assessing Home Energy Efficiency Programmes: Chapter Seven
Assessing Home Energy Efficiency Programmes from
Homeowners' Viewpoints
7.1 Introduction
The empirical evidence from Chapters Five and Six was used in this chapter to
assess the identified energy programmes from homeowners' viewpoints, therefore
fulfilling the third objective of the research:
• To assess how well baniers and motivators are addressed in current
programmes designed to encourage homeowners to reduce energy
consumption In the home.
Prior to the assessment of the home energy efficiency programmes, the actual
barriers and motivators, as identified by homeowners, are summarized and a
discussion and comparison with findings from literature review is offered in section
7.2. The effectiveness with which energy programmes address the issues raised is
assessed next. In order to do that, two analyses are presented in section 7.3: the
first analysis establishes, with the use of a one to five rating scale, how significant
are the identified barriers and motivators for homeowners' decision-making; the
second analysis ascertains, also with the use of a one to five scale, the level of
success with which energy programmes manage to overcome the barriers or
enhance the motivators. Lastly, a short discussion of the assessment results is
presented.
7.2 Summary of Results from Empirical Evidence
In Chapter Two theoretical barriers and motivators that influence people's
willingness to conserve energy through general environmentally friendly behaviour
were identified by a review of the literature. These barriers and motivators are
reproduced here in Table 7.1. These were investigated empirically in this research
through the use of postal questionnaires and semi-structured interviews on opinions
and experiences of a wide range of energy programmes.
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Table 7.1: Theoretical individual and contextual barriers and motivators identified from literature
review
TbeoretIcallndlvldual TheoretIcal Contextual TheoretIcal individual
BarrIera BarrIara and IIoIIvaton IIotIvIIIors
Lack of knowledge Inappropriate communication Money savinas
Lack of available funds Unsuitable infrastructure Availability of incentives
Lack of time Raising energy costs Altruistic values
Lack of trust Right circumstances
7.2.1 Summary of Results Concerning Barriers to Participation
The empirical research to a large extent confirmed that the theoretical barriers and
motivators to general energy conservation also apply to participation in energy
programmes. The research, however, provided further information that elaborated
the categories of barriers (Table 7.2) and motivators (Table 7.3) in terms of issues
relevant and specific to participation in energy programmes.
Table 7.2: Barriers to participation in existing home energy efficiency programmes identified from
empirical work
Of the best solutions or the most suitable
Lack of knowledge
Inappropriate communication
Lack of available funds
Lack of time
Lack of trust
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The literature review identified lack of knowledge as one of the main barriers to
adopting energy efficient behaviour. In Chapter Two, the two different views
regarding knowledge were presented: one group of scientists (e.g. Barr et al., 2001,
and Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002) propagate the view that knowledge of an issue,
for example the global environmental situation, must be attained for people to
change their behaviour; the other group of scientists (and Stem, 2000, e.g. Stag,
2008) insist that people must know what to do, where and how to do it, in order to
change their behaviour: for example, they must know what to recycle. The empirical
data analyses support the latter view, and suggest that participants lack the
knowledge of the best solutions and the most suitable programme. For some
respondents a barrier also existed in not knowing where to find a reputable installer
when the programme required it.
Many researchers have criticized approaches to communication, including
marketing and advertising, in encouraging behaviour change, an issue that was also
raised by participants in this study. The participating homeowners found it difficult to
distinguish between communication that tries to raise awareness of general
environmental issues, such as climate change, and communication that promotes
energy conservation specifically. They also felt that the images, using for example
polar bears, and messages stating that homeowners are responsible for the state of
the environment are inappropriate. They argued that much more localized images
and messages containing much less fear and blame would be more appropriate.
The language used in communication campaigns was also criticized by
homeowners, and supports the already established censure (see for example
Damton, 2004, Owens and Driffill, 2008) that too much technical jargon is used, with
too much emphasis on a technology sale. The interviewed homeowners also
suggested that using one campaign for people from all walks of life is ineffective,
thus supporting the need for targeted marketing proposed by for example Barr
(2006), Nicholson-Cole, (2005) and Thegersen, (2007). Here is where the
commonalities between the barriers identified by literature review and empirical
research end and the next four issues are explicitly related to communication
relevant to energy programmes.
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The homeowners were surprised by the number of available programmes and said
that, for the majority of them, they had never seen or heard any promotional material
related to them. The minimal frequency and the lack of visibility of the marketing
campaigns for energy conservation, particularly energy programmes, were therefore
identified as one of the main problems with programmes' promotion. The
programmes were also criticized for the provision of inaccurate advice and verbal
communication from programme providers. The context of the criticized advice was
related predominantly to the existence of hidden costs and inability to provide
comprehensive, impartial and one-stop advice. The problem with the style of
communication used by some of the energy programmes' staff was that many
homeowners felt patronized and were embarrassed to ask questions. Many
homeowners also did not like the absence of a two-way conversation between them
and the programme provider, and believed that they would benefit from frequent and
relevant information exchange on the progress of their participation. Lastly, the
homeowners thought that there was a missed opportunity in providing infonnation
about additional energy conservation. This, according to participants, should occur
immediately after participation in one programme is completed. At this time, they
felt, any education and advice should be provided to maximize the benefits of
programme participation.
Lack of funding in its various forms, including grants, subsidies and economic
incentives, is seen by many scientists (e.g. Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et el., 2007,
OckweU et al., 2009) as the most influential barrier to environmentally friendly
behaviour. One conclusion supported by this empirical research was that grants
offered are, for most programmes, too low, and fuel and money savings achieved by
implementing energy efficiency measures are also too small, while incentives are
minimal, non-existent or insufficient. Participants in this study also pointed out that
the programmes contained many hidden costs, which they found unacceptable
and/or unfair.
Much research has investigated whether time poses a considerable barrier to
environmentally friendly behaviour. It concludes (e.g. Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et
al., 2007, Ockwell et al., 2009) that for many people time does certainly present a
barrier. Contrary to this, the homeowners questioned for this study did not see time
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as a significant barrier, although for some it presented an issue when comparing
and contrasting the available programmes in order to select the most suitable one.
However, the homeowners agreed that the time wasted on appointments and the
time it took to receive a reply to their application was a potential barrier to future
participation.
Ajzen, (1991), Bedford, (2004), and Damton (2004), amongst others, argued that
correct physical infrastructure that encourages and enables environmentally friendly
actions is very important. This research verifies this argument, and points out that
the 61 per cent non-progression rate from knowledge to participation was partially
due to the unsuitability of measures. Many homeowners therefore believe that the
programmes do not offer measures that are required, necessary and relevant to
them (e.g. solid wall insulation). Homeowners also disliked the limited choice of
measures and in some cases the necessity to comply with eligibility criteria.
Additionally, homeowners considered some of the programmes overly demanding
with too much hassle connected to, for example, clearing the loft or finding an
installer to carry out the works. They did not, however, perceive disruptions and the
possibility of works spoiling the charader of their houses as important barriers to
participation in energy efficiency programmes.
Previous research showed lack of trust in scientific information and organizations
providing that information as a considerable barrier to environmentally friendly
actions (Bedford et al., 2004, Opotov, 2000 #510, UK-GBC, 2008). The empirical
evidence generated by this research challenges, to some degree, the view that trust
in scientific information poses a barrier to participation, but revealed that
homeowners are distrustful of organizations providing funding for certain measures,
and of the reliability of some installers and suppliers. Lack of trust in technology and
a programme provider was, to a lesser degree, also an issue for some research
participants.
7.2.2 Summary of Results Concerning Motlvatonl to Parllclpation
While barriers are generally believed to be far more influential and important
determinants of behaviour, motivators are important triggers of initial interest in an
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issue and act as catalysts for action. It is therefore very important, in order to design
successful energy programmes, to understand all the factors motivating
participation. Table 7.3 presents motivators identified by the empirical research for
this study.
Table 7.3: Motivators to participation in existing home energy efficiency programmes identified by
empirical work
IIotIvaton identified from LItwmunt IIotIvaton .......... by EmpIrIcIII
Review Ree...
Offer of cost-effective measures
Money saving Short payback period
Free measures
Special offer
Grants available
Availability of economic Incentives Adequate tuel and money savil'lQ_s
Alternative payment options
Good value for money
Good quality measures
Easy participation no hassle
Availability of other Incentives Provision of educational a~
Tailor-made interventions
Proven results
Rising energy costs Rislng_~rgy costs
Altruistic values Reduction of harmful emissions
Preservation of finite tuels
Right circumstances Replaci__r:lilheating systemReplacing aPPliances
Communication
Persuasive form of advertIs1rnl
Impartial, up-to-date and accurate advice
Accurate description of
Timely feedback and information on progress
Provision of information on additional ways to
save energy
As in the case of barriers, economic factors in all their forms (e.g. grant, incentives)
are a great motivator to action (see for example Hargreaves et al., 2010,
Stephenson et al., 2010, Whitmarsh and O'Neill, 2010). The partidpating
homeowners were encouraged by money-saving features of the programmes, which
included cost-effective measures with a short payback period, but favoured free
measures. Next, they were motivated by the availability of incentives, predominantly
but not necessarily economic. They again favoured free measures, followed by high
grants or subsidies, adequate money and fuel savings, but also alternative payment
options such as payment from savings or by instalments and good value for money.
Among the non-economic incentives were good quality measures with easy and no-
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hassle participation, provision of educational aspects with each programme and
tailor-made programmes with proven results. The evidence of non-economic
motivators supports previously established views that incentives need not be
financial (for example Steg, 2008, Darby, 2010). The last economic motivator, the
rise in energy costs, is motivating enough in its own right and homeowners tend to
respond to energy cost rises by conserving energy through behaviour changes (e.g.
tuming off lights when not needed).
Altruistic values, such as the desire to protect the environment and preserve finite
resources for future generations, are generally believed to be strong motivators for
behaviour change (e.g. Kaplan, 2000, Bedford et al., 2004, McMakin et al., 2009),
but the empirical evidence shows them to be much weaker motivators. There was
some mention of the desire to reduce harmful emissions and preserve finite fuels,
but these altruistic motives did not figure very strongly and were overshadowed by
economic issues. Bamberg (2007) and Jackson (2005), amongst others, argued that
in order for people to change their behaviour they must be presented with the right
circumstances. A number of such circumstances (e.g. extending house, converting
loft, moving into new property, improving saleability of the home and complying with
building regulations) were examined in this research, but they too proved to be
rather weak motivators. The exception was that homeowners felt they would
consider improving energy efficiency when their heating system or appliances
needed replacement due to their age or diminished functionality.
Researchers perceive communication as much more of a barrier (for example
Bedford et al., 2004, Owens and Driffill, 2008, do Pa~ and VarejAo, 2010) rather
than a motivator to environmental action (for exceptions see Agyeman and Angus,
2003, Jackson, 2005, Nicholson-Cole, 2005, Ockwell et al., 2009). While
homeowners also saw incorrect communication as a barrier, they perhaps felt much
more strongly about the persuasive form of communication acting as a much more
significant motivator to action.
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7.3 Assessing How Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
Manage Barriers and Motivators
As mentioned in section 7.2 the theoretical barriers and motivators identified in
Chapter Two were, to a large extent, supported and expanded by the empirical
findings. However, this thesis looks further than simply establishing what factors
hinder or motivate homeowners to participate: it seeks to identify, from homeowners'
viewpoints, how the current energy programmes address those factors; how
successful, in their view, the actions put in place by energy programmes' providers
actually were in overcoming the barriers and enhancing motivators.
In order to achieve this, the identified barriers and motivators were assigned values
indicating, first, their significance to homeowners and, second, how successful or
otherwise the energy programmes were in dealing with them, in the opinion of
homeowners. The results of the complete analysis are presented in Tables 7.4 and
7.5.
7.3.1 Development and Assignment of Values of Significance of Barriers and
Motivators and the Level of Energy Programmes' Success of
Overcoming or Enhancing them
Two sets of rating scales with values from one to five were developed. The first
scale, establishing how important individual barriers and motivators are to
homeowners, is based on the results of quantitative data analysis with the following
rating:
1. Not significant - identified by four or less per cent of homeowners as the
highest ranking factor
2. Moderately significant - identified by five to nine per cent of homeowners
as the highest ranking factor
3. Average - identified by 10 to 14 per cent of homeowners as the highest
ranking factor
4. Significant - identified by 15 to 19 per cent of homeowners as the highest
ranking factor
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5. Very significant - identified by 20 or more per cent of homeowners as the
highest ranking factor
The second scale, identifying whether energy programmes, in the opinion of
homeowners, address the barriers and motivators successfully, is again formed from
the results of qualitative data analysis. While the first scale is systematic, the second
scale is rather more arbitrary and stems from the interpretation of predominantly
qualitative data, again obtained from postal questionnaires and interviews. The
criteria for the ranking scale are:
1. Unsuccessful - only negative comments, such as "I did not like/was not
satisfied with ... "
2. Moderately unsuccessful - predominantly negative comments with the
occasional positives, such as "Overall I was not happy with the programme, but I
have liked ... "
3. Neither successful or unsuccessful - even spread between positive and
negative comments
4. Moderately successful - predominantly positive comments with the occasional
negatives, for example "I liked it, but it could have been better."
5. Successful - only positive comments such as 'I was happy/satisfied ... "
The empirical data presented in Chapters Five and Six were analysed using the two
rating scales described above. The results are given in Tables 7.4 for barriers and
7.6 for motivators.
Table 7.4: Assessment of energy programmes'managementof barriers from homeowners'viewpoint
Barrier Significance Success
Lack of knowledge of the best solution 4 2
Finding reputable installer 2 2
Inappropriate images 3 3
Inappropriate messages 3 3
Infrequent advertising 5 1
Incorrect advice 4 2
Lack of information on progress 3 1
Missed opportunity for further advice 5 2
Too expensive 5 1
Small grant 4 1
Small fuel or money savings 2 3
Lack of incentives 3 3
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Barrier Significance Success
Hidden costs 2 3
Lack of time to compare and contrast the available 2 3
programmes
Wasted time on missed appointments 5 3
Measures not suitable 5 1
Compliance with eligibility criteria 3 4
Not enough choice of measures 5 3
Hassle factor 5 2
Lack of trust in technoloav 2 4
Lack of trust in programme provider 2 4
Lack of trust in the oraanization providina the funding 3 2
Lack of trust in reliability of installers 2 4
Next, the barriers were assigned to the programmes' key aspect(s) that deals or
should deal with the identified issues. Through this process it was possible to
consider which key aspects represent the most important stages in programme
participation and suggest where improvement is necessary in order for the
programmes to be successful. It is important to note, however, that one barrier, lack
of information on progress, was felt to be outside the scope of the eight key aspects
categories and was therefore excluded from the analysis presented in Table 7.5.
The implication of this is discussed in section 7.3.2.
Table 7.5: Allocation of barriers to participation in home energy efficiency programmes in
programmes' key aspects
Programmes' Key Barrier Significance Success
Aspect
Infrequent advertisinq 5 1
Missed opportunity for further advice 5 2
Lack of knowledqe of the best solution 4 2
Incorrect advice 4 2
Lack of trust in the organization providing 3 2
the funding
Awareness raising
Inappropriate irnaqes 3 3
Inappropriate messaqes 3 3
Difficulty finding reputable installer 2 2
Lack of time to compare and contrast 2 3
available proqrammes
Lack of trust in technology 2 4
Lack of trust in proorarnrne provider 2 4
Lack of trust in reliability of installers 2 4
Measures not suitable 5 1
Measures Not enough choice of measures 5 3
Lack of trust in technology 2 4
Too expensive 5 1
Small grant 4 1
Funding Lack of incentives 3 3
Small fuel or money savings 2 3
Hidden costs 2 3
Eligibility criteria Compliance with eliqibilitv criteria 3 4
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Programmes' Key Barrier Significance SuccessAspect
Application Hassle factor 5 2
methods
Preparation work Hassle factor 5 2
Works Wasted time on missed a_pgointments 5 3Lack of trust in reliability of installers 2 4
Aftercare Missed opportunity for further advice 5 2
The process was repeated for the motivators identified through the questionnaire
and interview data analysis (see Table 7.6 and Table 7.7).
Table 7.6: Assessment of energy programmes' management of motivators from homeowners'
viewpoint
Motivator Significance Success
Offer of cost-effective measures 3 2
Short payback period 2 2
Free measures 5 1
Adequate level of grant 5 1
Adequate fuel and money savings 3 2
Offer of good value for money 5 2
Alternative payment options 5 2
Offer of good quality measures 3 3
Easy participation 4 3
Provision of educational aspect 3 4
Tailor-made 5 1
Proven results 4 2
Raising energy costs 5 1
Reduction of harmful emissions 5 3
Preservation of finite fuels 3 4
Replacing heating system 5 1
Replacing appliances 3 2
Persuasive form of advertising 5 1
Good quality advice 5 2
Description of processes 3 1
Information on progress 3 1
Provision of information on additional ways to save energy 4 1
As in the case of barriers, there were a number of motivators that fell outside the
remit of the programmes' key aspects. These were: rising energy costs; replacing
heating system; replacing appliances; description of processes and information on
progress. These motivators and the implications they might have on programmes'
design are presented in section 7.3.2.
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Table 7.7: Allocation of motivators to participation in home energy efficiency programmes in
programmes' key aspects
Programmes' Key Motivator Significance SuccessAspect
Persuasive form of advertising 5 1
Good quality advice 5 2
Information on reduction of harmful 5 3
Awareness raising emissions
Provision of information on additional 4 1
ways to save energy
Information on preservation of finite fuels 3 4
Tailor-made 5 1
Measures leading to reduction of harmful 5 3
emissions
Proven results 4 2
Measures Provision of educational aspect 3 4
Measures leading to preservation of finite 3 4
fuels
Offer of good quality measures 3 3
Adequate fuel and money savings 3 2
Free measures 5 1
Adequate level of grant 5 1
Offer of good value for money 5 2
Funding Alternative payment options 5 2
Offer of cost-effective measures 3 2
Adequate fuel and money savings 3 2
Short payback period 2 2
Eligibility criteria Easy participation 4 3
Application Easy participation 4 3
methods
Preparation work Easy participation 4 3
Works None provided - -
Aftercare Provision of information on additional 4 1ways to save energy
7.3.2 Discussion of Assessment Results
Despite the proliferation of existing energy programmes, the increased awareness of
environmental issues and the recent rise in energy prices, the findings suggest that
programmes still do not attract the desirable number of participants to consider them
successful in terms of participation. However, it is worth noting again that once
homeowners decide to participate, they find very little that causes them
dissatisfaction with the programme. In order to increase participation, it is important
to recognize homeowners' experiences and opinions of existing programmes, and
incorporate them into the design of new ones, while accepting and acknowledging
the existence of numerous other factors, outside the scope of this study, that will
affect participation (e.g. personal circumstances, level of education). By doing so,
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some of the barriers to participation might be removed, or at least lessened, and
motivators enhanced.
Before analysis of the considered effectiveness of individual programmes' key
aspects is presented, a short discussion is offered based on the empirical evidence
regarding the three groups of programmes (insulation and appliances, advice and
education, and renewable energy technology). The statistical data showed that the
programmes in the insulation and appliances group reached the greatest number of
people and achieved the largest participation numbers (for details see Chapter
Five). The data also showed that homeowners would be willing to participate in
insulation programmes that are relevant to their needs and meet their expectations
in the future. The programmes in the renewable energy technology group,
conversely, achieved the lowest numbers in knowledge and participation, but noted
the greatest interest among homeowners for future participation. The programmes in
the advice and education group were perhaps the most contradictory, achieving a
moderate number of homeowners with knowledge about the programmes, but
minimal participation numbers, and while 17 per cent of homeowners would
consider participating in any of these programmes in the future, a far larger
proportion of homeowners saw very little benefit in doing so. The results suggest
that some reconsideration of the artificial division of energy programmes is needed.
Consideration then turned to assessing how efficient, in the views of homeowners,
the programmes' key aspects were in addressing barriers and motivators. The data
identified three of the key aspects as potentially most influential over homeowners'
decisions on whether or not to participate in a programme. The key aspects were:
awareness raising; measures; and funding. Awareness raising should fulfil three
objectives: to raise initial interest in a programme; to provide enough good quality
information to erase any existing doubts (e.g. provide information on the reliability of
technology used); and, after participation, provide additional information for any
relevant and continuous energy conservation activities. This key aspect, according
to homeowners, is one of the most important stages in decision-making, but as
Figures 7.1 and 7.2 illustrate, the more important a factor is to homeowners, the less
successfully, they feel, the programmes are in managing them. This result could be
expected, given the method in which the levels of significance and success were
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assessed. Nonetheless, the results provide the necessary information for the design
of future programmes (e.g. they highlight areas needing the greatest improvement).
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Figure 7.1: The level of barriers' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'awareness raising' manages them
5
4
o
Significance versus success of awareness raising
Persuasive form of Good quality advice Information on Provision of Information on
advertising reduction of harmful infonnation on preservation of finite
emissions additional ways to fuels
save energy
Motivators
..J Significance USuccess
Figure 7.2: The level of motivators' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'awareness raising' manages them
The second most important aspect, measures, is the core of the programme. At this
stage homeowners decide whether the programmes offer something that they need,
want and could benefit from. It is therefore very important to them for programmes to
contain wide-ranging measures with a number of options for each type of energy
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conservation activity. Again, however, as Figures 7.3 and 7.4 demonstrate, the most
important factors, such as suitability of measures and the availability of tailor-made
solutions, scored very high on the significance scale, but very low on the success
scale. The reverse is also true where the very unimportant factors scored very high
on the success scale.
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Figure 7.3: The level of barriers' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'measures' manages them
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Figure 7.4: The level of motivators' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'measures' manages them
134
Assessing Home Energy Efficiency Programmes: Chapter Seven
The last of the most influential aspects is funding, which is very often the single most
important deciding factor. Homeowners expressed a view that current programmes
are too expensive with inadequate levels of grant, and that free measures, together
with a sufficiently high level of grant, would be necessary to encourage them to
participate. Once more, Figures 7.5 and 7.6 show that, in the opinion of
homeowners, the programme providers deal with the most important factors with the
least success.
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Figure 7.S: The level of barriers' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'funding' manages them
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Figure 7.6: The level of motivators' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
programmes' aspect 'funding' manages them
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The remainder of programmes' key aspects were amalgamated into two figures:
Figure 7.7 for barriers; and Figure 7.8 for motivators. The most important barrier is
the belief that participation in programmes carries with it a certain degree of hassle,
which is especially relevant to application methods and preparation work aspect.
Another significant barrier to participation is the lack of relevant aftercare that
homeowners felt could provide incentives for further energy conservation. As
comparatively strong motivator, for the remainder of the key aspects, is the belief
that participation is easy and hassle-free. Note the omission of the 'works' key
aspect, which does not contain any motivating factors, from Figure 7.8.
Significance versus success for the remainder of
key aspects
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Figure 7.7: The level of barriers' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully the
remainder of programmes' aspects manage them
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Significance versus success for the remainder of
key aspects
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Figure 7.8 The level of motivators' significance to homeowners and their views of how successfully
the remainder of programmes' aspects manage them
Lastly, attention was turned to the barrier and motivators that could not be easily
analysed within the established aspects of programmes. As Figure 7.9 shows 'lack
of information on the progress' scored three on the significance scale and one on
the success scale. While not the most significant barrier, it causes distrust and
creates unnecessary hassle, connected to for example telephone calis to
homeowners who would not, partially based on this experience, consider
participation in future programmes.
_j
Figure 7.9: The level of barrier's (lack of information on progress) significance to homeowners and
their views of how successfully the current energy programmes manage them
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Figure 7.10 illustrates the difference between significance and success of the
remainingmotivators achieved by the programmes as identified by homeowners.
Significance versus success
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Figure 7.10: The level of additional motivators' significance to homeowners and their views of how
successfully the current energy programmes manage them
Significant factors were the issues of 'rising energy costs' and 'replacing heating
system'. The rising energy costs are caused by the energy market, and as such
could not be directly addressed by energy programmes. However, it is a strong
trigger for homeowners to explore all avenues of energy efficiency, and programmes
should therefore be in place before the next rise in energy costs to enable them to
conserve the maximum amount of energy. 'Replacing heating system' is also
significant to homeowners who suggest that specific programmes offering grants
toward boiler replacement and installation made widely available are needed. The
remainder of motivators scored relatively lower on the scale, but overall the
'description of processes' and 'information on progress' could create a positive
experience and thus encourage participation in future programmes.
7.4 Conclusions
Although numerous, energy programmes still fail to attract a large number of
participating homeowners. This chapter considered the actual barriers and
motivators derived from the combined quantitative and qualitative empirical
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evidence and analysed how important these factors were to homeowners and. more
importantly. how successfully homeowners felt that programmes addressed them.
The most significant condusion is that homeowners feel that the most significant
issues to them are addressed by programme providers with the least degree of
success. The analysis identified awareness raising. measures and funding as the
most important and potentially influential key aspects of programmes. This chapter
also proposed a notion that it might be necessary to remove the artificial division of
programmes in order to create all-round successful programmes. Lastly, it briefly
acknowledged that programmes cannot manage and incorporate all aspects that
influence participation, but it calls for comprehensive programmes to be devised and
made available, so that homeowners' needs and requirements can be met when
they consider participation.
Chapter Seven forms the core of the new theoretical framework presented in
Chapter Eight. The new theoretical framework is evidence-based and will therefore
draw not only on the empirical evidence presented in Chapters Five and Six, but
also on the theoretically established knowledge presented in Chapter Two, in order
to provide comprehensive advice for future energy programmes' design.
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Theoretical Framework: Chapter Eight
Development of an Evidence-based Theoretical
Framework for Home Energy Efficiency Programmes'
Design
8.1 Introduction
The existence of home energy efficiency programmes dates back to around the
1970s. From the first awareness raising campaign 'Save It', many more
programmes followed. While the subject of energy conservation is gaining
momentum and the UK govemment sends out a clear message that domestic
energy consumption and its related emissions must be reduced, the programmes
designed to achieve just that are still not fulfilling their purpose. Much research has
been undertaken to establish why people are reluctant to change their behaviour
and save energy, but very little of this knowledge has been translated into the
design of energy programmes. It is the aim of this thesis to bridge this gap, and it
therefore first identified theoretical barriers and motivators to behaviour change,
followed by the examination of various energy programmes and their features,
before translating the empirical knowledge into practical ideas for future
programmes. The theoretical knowledge together with the results from the empirical
research were used to fulfil the fourth and final objective:
• To develop an evidence-basec:l theoretical framework for devising
programmes that are likely to be effective In terms of homeowners'
participation.
This chapter briefly reviews the original approach to energy programmes' design
before proposing a new evidence-based theoretical framework (section 8.2). The
new framework contains the same number of key aspects, but. as section 8.3
illustrates, these are approached from much wider perspective incorporating the
well-established theoretical knowledge together with the new empirical evidence.
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8.2 Approaches to Energy Programmes' Design
In Chapter Three, nine key aspects of energy programmes were identified, but only
eight were examined further since all programmes employed the positive approach
to 'nature of intervention' aspect and therefore no examination, contrast and
comparison of this particular aspect could be made. The eight key aspects were:
awareness raising; measures; funding; eligibility criteria; application methods;
preparation work; works; and aftercare. Before proposing a new evidence-based
framework for the design of future energy programmes, it is important to summarize
the existing approach and, using the research data, provide a critique of it.
8.2.1. Existing Approach to Energy Programmes' Design
As mentioned in Chapter One, the current energy programmes tend to be
introduced following change in an existing policy or introduction of a new policy or
legislation. This approach is very reactive and often leads to creation of a
programme within a short space of time, and without giving due consideration to the
process of design and implementation. More often than not, existing bodies (e.g.
Energy Efficiency Advice Centres) are put in charge of promotion and administration
of the programmes. Established and 'tried and tested' methods of awareness raising
are employed without real knowledge of whether or not they are likely to reach the
intended recipient. A set amount of money is allocated to each programme, which is
typically assigned to a specific measure that the programme is designed to deliver.
The application methods and eligibility criteria depend largely on the funding body.
Various requirements of preparation work reflect the measures on offer, and
nominated contractors or homeowners themselves carry out the works. Minimal or
no attention is paid to aftercare. The programme ends as and when the allocated
money is spent or new programme supersedes it. The process, as seen in Figure
8.1, is very linear, inflexible and prone to sudden and frequent changes.
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Figure 8.1: Existing approach to the design of home energy efficiency programmes
8.2.2. Proposed Approach to Energy Programmes' Design
The newly proposed theoretical framework (Figure 8.2) is constructed not only from
the generally accepted understanding of barriers and motivators for behaviour
change towards more pro-environmentally friendly actions, but also, more
importantly, from the findings of the empirical research for this study. The empirical
evidence suggested five changes to the established approach to programmes'
design and implementation. The homeowners' unhappiness with the frequent
changes in energy programmes and the limited range of measures suggests that it
would be prudent to create programmes based on homeowners' needs rather than
driven by policy objectives and changing legislation. The lack of continuous
communication between programme provider and homeowners causes many of
them to withdraw their interest in a programme, and it is therefore suggested that
the awareness raising feature should be changed into a communication feature. The
communication, as depicted in Figure 8.2, should happen at every stage of
participation and should be of a two-way nature (i.e. from participant to programme
provider and vice versa). The application methods aspect, which Originally focused
on identifying the approach each programme employed to allow homeowners to
apply for participation, could be renamed application and focus on much wider
issues, such as the type of information required.
The issue of a missed opportunity for further energy conservation was identified as a
significant barrier. The idea of continuous participation in programmes, or at least
the provision of information on how else energy can be saved at home, led the
proposed design to take a closed-toop shape, rather than the linearity originally
employed. The separation of programmes, where one organization administers one
programme and another body is in charge of a different programme, should be
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reconsidered. For example, the empirical evidence showed that educational
programmes should be connected to more tangible programmes, such as those
involving insulation. In this way, homeowners can be educated on how best to use
the newly acquired measures and how/what else they can do to conserve energy.
The energy conservation ideas can be extended beyond home and energy, and
could incorporate for example water conservation or commuting to workplaces.
Lastly, the empirical evidence identified the most important programmes' key
aspects: communication; measures; and funding. The framework therefore
commences with those three aspects.
Homeowners'
needs
Figure 8.2: Proposed new theoretical framework for the design of home energy efficiency
programmes
8.3 Proposed Changes in Energy Programmes' Design
It is suggested that the originally identified key aspects, with the exception of
awareness raising (renamed communication) and application methods (renamed
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application), remain the same, but certain features of their design and content are
changed. These changes should give each programme and its relevant key aspects
enough flexibility to reflect homeowners' changing needs and requirements. The
sections below outline how the SUbstance of programme aspects could be adapted
to address the limitations exposed in this and previous empirical research. 'Nature of
intervention' was not empirically researched in this study because all programmes
employ the same approach: positive intervention. Researchers have long suggested
positive intervention to be the most appropriate method when trying to achieve
behaviour change. The empirical evidence also suggests that homeowners were
inclined to react and accept positive information. The new framework therefore
supports the use of positive intervention. Figure 8.2 illustrates the positive nature of
intervention as outside the loop because it remains constant and does not change
with individual programmes.
8.3.1. Proposed Changes to Communication
Communication was seen by homeowners as the most important aspect of raising
awareness of energy programmes, but was also a significant feature throughout
participation. It is therefore important to achieve the correct level and form of
communication. Figure 8.3 illustrates five areas that every communication strategy
ought to consider: the administrative body; geographical spread; methods; timing;
and information. Each energy programme should consider which organization is
best suited to promote and administer it and how wide, geographically speaking, the
awareness raising communication campaign should spread. Next, it is important to
employ wide-ranging, but also relevant, methods that provide correct, up-to-date
and pertinent information. Lastly, each programme should pay a great deal of
attention to when each communication takes place and the type of information it
should provide.
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Figure 8.3: Features comprising the key aspect 'communication'
The homeowners were presented with five different organizations (Figure 8.4), out
of which they selected the organization they believed would be most suited to
administer the existing and any newly designed programmes. While 22 per cent of
study participants did not mind which organization was put in charge of these
programmes, 33 per cent prefer local councils and 16 per cent central government.
The results showed that, as in previous studies (e.g. UK-G8C, 2008a), local
councils remain the one type of organization with the greatest potential to encourage
larger participation in energy programmes by providing locally relevant advice and
knowledge.
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Figure 8.4: Organizations that could act as administrative body
Research also showed that the geographical spread of the programme might have
an impact on participation. Thirty per cent of participants did not mind how big the
programme should be, but 28 per cent would prefer a programme that is consistent
across the entire UK. Furthermore, 31 per cent of respondents felt that they would
respond to a local council's advertising campaign. The combined results therefore
suggest that while the research participants would prefer to take part in a
programme that is organized by the government and would therefore be identical
across the country, they would like to see some local aspects given to the
programme through the knowledge and influence of the local councils.
As Figure 8.5 illustrates, the geographical spread of a programme should therefore
be UK-wide, but localized to reflect local needs and requirements.
Geographical c::J
Spread c::J UK-wide Local
Figure 8.5: Geographical spread of an energy programme
As mentioned at the beginning of section 8.3.1, communication is important not only
at the awareness raising stage but also throughout participation. Communication
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must therefore be considered through the lifetime of the programme. The
homeowners propose that methods of raising awareness at UK-wide and local level
should be varied, imaginative, but also comprehensive and continuous, and should
always include clear messages explaining how the homeowner could benefit
financially from participation in a programme (Figure 8.6). Initially, mass media
advertising should raise awareness of the wider issue, using for example TV
advertising. Energy efficiency at home as a cause could potentially benefit from the
use of a champion; a well-known personality replicating for instance what Jamie
Oliver has done for healthy cooking. Additionally, subtle energy efficiency behaviour
(e.g. lowering thermostat, insulating loft) should be more readily incorporated into
TV programmes readily watched by the general public. More importantly, however,
the programmes should employ all available local media for advertising, using local
images, which should build on the wider mass-media campaigns. The interviewed
homeowners expressed a strong support for community leaming and therefore
suggested that communication should happen on a community-wide scale. The
programmes should be promoted through a local one-stop-shops where information
on all available programmes could be obtained. Additionally, homeowners felt that
the use of a local show-house displaying all working technologies and other energy
saving tips in a typical house, could increase awareness levels among residents.
The localized awareness raising should be organized and coordinated by the local
council, which was seen by 31 per cent of homeowners as the best possible
organization for increasing participation numbers.
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Figure 8.6: Methods of awareness raising
As already stated, communication between programme providers and participants
must happen throughout participation, but perhaps more important than methods is
the timing of information provided. Homeowners expressed the view that the type
and quality of information is very important to them. Figure 8.7 lists many attributes,
such as clear information without technical jargon, so that even a layperson could
understand it. Up-to-date, accurate and impartial information goes some way to
creating trust in the information provided. Consistency in information again is
important for creating trust. In the provision of information, communicators should
display positivity and politeness. Homeowners believed that information should be
stripped of any blame and threats, and should take a positive approach. Some of the
homeowners had negative experiences with some of the staff working for energy
programmes. They therefore suggest that staff need to be better trained in customer
service and must communicate with homeowners in a polite manner.
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Figure 8.7: Type and quality of information
As Figure 8.8 shows, communication should initially take place at awareness raising
stages when homeowners learn about energy programmes. Once participation
commences, it is important to keep the homeowner continuously informed on the
processes of participation (e.g. on how to apply or comply with eligibility criteria), but
also on what is happening after an application is submitted and before any works
are carried out (e.g. if there is a delay in processing the application, provide the
homeowner with an update and the reason together with the anticipated date of
completion). Lastly, homeowners felt that they would benefit from communication
after their participation in one programme is completed. This way, they argued, a
continuous improvement of energy efficiency in the home could be achieved.
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Figure 8.8: Timing of communication
8.3.2. Proposed Changes to Measures
Measures proved to be one of the most important features in a programme and
getting them right might well encourage participation, providing that other features,
such as funding, meet homeowners' expectations. Figure 8.9 illustrates the issues
that, according to homeowners, contribute to whether or not a measure is
successful: type; choice; and reliability. The type of measures relates predominantly
to the technical aspects of a programme, for instance cavity wall insulation or
evacuated tube solar panels. Choice of measures gives homeowners the option to
decide between two or three measures delivering the same services, for example
low energy light bulbs with bayonet or screw fittings. Reliability acts as a guarantee
that products and services can be trusted and will deliver the desired outcome
faultlessly.
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Figure 8.9: Features comprising the key aspect 'measures'
While it is important to ensure that the established or 'typical' measures such as
cavity or loft insulation, are continuously supported under the current and newly
developed programmes, it is even more important to develop programmes that
would encompass new measures, such as solid wall insulation, and beyond the
'typical' type of measures, such as double glazing for old Victorian houses. The
empirical evidence suggested that the programmes' artificial division should be
reconsidered and that any technological programme should be supported by advice
and education. Education should therefore form a type of measure in every
programme. Homeowners also recommended tailor-made programmes following a
house-specific survey with a prioritized list of actions together with a breakdown of
costing and potential energy and money savings. Lastly, homeowners felt that all
measures on offer must be cost-effective in order to increase participation. The type
of measures is presented in Figure 8.10.
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Figure 8.10: Type of measures
Having the option to choose between measures (Figure 8.11) is important to the
participant. For example, homeowners should be able to choose which low energy
light bulb they most need. The choice should include issues such as shape, type of
fixing and wattage in the case of a light bulb, and material, fitting and fixing used in
the case of other measures.
Cl)
CJ Wide-ranging choice·0 t---
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Figure 8.11: Choice of measures
Similarly important is the reliability (Figure 8.12) of the measures supported. The
measures should be tried and tested with a long history of proven reliability and
proven results in energy conservation.
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Figure 8.12: Reliability of measures
8.3.3. Proposed Changes to Funding
The last very significant key aspect is funding, and it is at this point that, when price
is deemed reasonable, participation is secured. The empirical research showed that,
besides financial incentives, the payment options offered and the trustworthiness of
the organization offering financial support to the programme are important. The
aspects affecting funding are represented in Figure 8.13.
Figure 8.13: Features comprising the key aspect 'funding'
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Incentives, in this case, are purely economic or closely related (Figure 8.14). The
empirical evidence showed that homeowners are prepared to take part in a
programme only if an adequate level of economic incentive is offered. The belief that
homeowners will achieve savings in either money or fuel also supports participation.
Programmes should avoid giving the impression of hidden costs, which might create
distrust among homeowners.
r- Adequatelevel of grant
I/) r- Adequate level ofQ) money savings>;
~cQ) t--u Adequate level of fuele- r- savings
No hidden costs
'--
Figure 8.14: Economic incentives
Where homeowners' financial contribution is expected, they would prefer several
payment options to payment up-front. The payment options, represented in Figure
8.15, include payment from savings or by instalments. Additionally, green loans
offering favourable conditions would also be an agreeable alternative.
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Figure 8.15: Financial payment options
Although not as significant as the above two issues, the matter of trustworthiness
(Figure 8.16) of the organization providing funding for programmes is important to
some homeowners. Often, the source of funding is not made clear to potential
participants, and when they eventually discover that energy or fuel suppliers are the
ones providing funding, it creates a certain degree of mistrust among some of them.
The origins of funding should therefore be made clear from the outset, and reasons
for providing such funding should be made available in order to prevent any doubts
and erase any "what is in it for them?" type of questions.
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Figure 8.16: Trustworthiness organization providing funding
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B.3.4. Proposed Changes to Eligibility Criteria
Eligibility criteria are a slightly less important feature, but for some homeowners,
specifically those on the edge of not meeting them, it could mean the difference
between participation and non-participation. The aspects affecting eligibility criteria
are presented in Figure 8.17 and include the type of eligibility criteria and degree of
complexity or the level of detail that are demanded from homeowners.
Figure 8.17: Features comprising the key aspect 'eligibility criteria'
The type of eligibility criteria (Figure 8.18) should include wide-ranging possibilities
for compliance. For example, there should be many types of qualifying benefits or
wide-ranging technologies, and many potential installers who are approved to carry
out the works. The criteria should also be lenient. In other words, where
homeowners find themselves on the edge of non-compliance, strategies should be
put in place to enable these individuals to participate rather than allow them to be
excluded entirely. The strategies may, for example, include a part-payment scheme.
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Figure 8.18: Type of eligibility criteria
Degree of complexity (Figure 8.19) refers to the amount and type of information
required by eligibility criteria. The eligibility criteria should be easily proved, and any
requirements for supporting information should be simple and kept to the minimum.
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Figure 8.19: Degree of complexity of eligibility criteria
B.3.5. Proposed Changes to Application
When analysing existing energy programmes in Chapter Three, only the methods
where application has taken place were examined. However, the research proved
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that issues beyond methods are important to consider. All the aspects affecting the
application key stage are presented in Figure 8.20 and include methods by which
application can take place, the amount and complexity of information required, and
the continuous information exchange between programme provider and participant.
It is important to remember that, although application is not a significant key aspect,
any breakdown in efficiency in this stage could trigger possible unwillingness to
participate in any future programmes.
Figure 8.20: Features comprising the key aspect 'application'
Methods (Figure 8.21) for application should be as wide-ranging as possible to
encourage and enable as many homeowners as possible to apply. Technological
improvements must be employed to enable fast and easy application, but other
options, such as in person, via telephone and post, must also be put in place to
ensure that persons without access to the latest communication technology can take
part in the programme.
158
Theoretical Framework: Chapter Eight
r-e- Oniine
In f- In person
"'C
0s: F=-Cl) f--:!: Telephonef-
Post
'--
Figure 8.21: Methods of application
Any application for participation in a programme should be easy and fast to
complete and should require only information that all homeowners could find. It
should not require overly complicated, complex and technical information. The
degree of complexity (Figure 8.22) should therefore be kept to a minimum.
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Figure 8.22: Degree of complexity of application
An issue causing participants in existing programmes to be frustrated is the lack of
information exchange (Figure 8.23). This means that homeowners are often left
uninformed about the progress of their application, and unexplained delays occur
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between application and works being carried out. The information exchange should
therefore commence with a clear explanation of what is required from a potential
participant, as well as what is to be expected from the programme provider. The
participation process should be clearly explained detailing the entire process. Once
an application is submitted, an acknowledgement of receipt should be sent to the
participant, followed by detailed information of when the works should commence.
Any delays or changes to the process should be communicated to the participant
immediately.
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Figure 8.23: Exchangeof informationatapplication
8.3.6. Proposed Changes to Preparation Work
Preparation work is required for some programmes, and the empirical evidence
showed that it represents a nuisance rather than a barrier for homeowners. This
aspect must be dealt with in such a manner as to prevent preparation work from
becoming a barrier. Preparation work could become a barrier when it is too complex
and no help is available to fulfil it (Figure 8.24).
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Figure 8.24: Features comprising the key aspect 'preparation work'
The degree of complexity (Figure 8.25) should be kept simple: any expected
preparation work should be easy and fast to carry out and should not require any in-
depth technological knowledge.
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Figure 8.25: Degree of complexity of preparation work
The empirical evidence suggested that some homeowners were discouraged from
participation by the fear of demanding preparation work, particularly in the form of
hard physical labour connected with clearing of lofts and complicated tasks requiring
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overly technical information. Homeowners therefore suggested that energy
programme providers should offer help with both tasks by working with local
organizations offering help with clearing lofts and surveyors helping to source the
necessary information (Figure 8.26).
Work with local
r- organizations to help carry
Q. out preparation work
(I) I--
::J: f-- In the form of surveyor
to helpwith complex
tasks
Figure 8.26: Help with preparation work
8.3.7. Proposed Changes to Works
At the point that the works are actually carried out, it is vital to provide information to
the homeowner, and to work efficiently and reliably (Figure 8.27) in order to maintain
homeowners' interest in participation in future programmes.
Figure 8.27: Features comprising the key aspect 'works'
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The empirical evidence pointed to the importance of information exchange (Figure
8.28) throughout all key aspects including 'works'. It is important to the homeowner
to be regularly informed of any changes to the agreed work schedule. This
exchange must happen before any changes occur causing delays in works. It is very
important for the exchange to happen in a polite manner, therefore not causing any
undue misunderstandings, which may deter the homeowner from participating in
future programmes.
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Figure 8.28: Information exchange at works key aspect
Any works carried out must happen efficiently (Figure 8.29), which means in a timely
fashion, meeting any appointments and deadlines set and without any unnecessary
delays. After all works are completed, the participants' homes should be left clean
and tidy. Again, if works are carried out efficiently, homeowners will be left with a
good experience and may therefore recommend the programme to others or
consider participation in future programmes themselves.
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Figure 8.29: Efficiency of works key aspect
Lastly, any company employed to carry out the works must have a tracked and
proven record of its reliability and experience in the selected field of work (Figure
8.30). Additionally, the workforce that is employed to carry out the tasks must be
skilled and trained. By ensuring that works are carried out efficiently and reliably, the
programmes will gain a good reputation, which may be passed on to neighbours,
friends and family, and participation might be increased by word of mouth.
~ - Tracked and proven~ record-:.0 =cv
CD
0::: - Trained workforce
Figure 8.30: Reliability of organization used to carry out works
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8.3.8. Proposed Changes to Aftercare
Aftercare is rather limited in the current programmes and consists of simple
telephone calls to establish whether or not works were carried out satisfactorily. This
key aspect, however, has far greater potential and should be exploited to the
maximum. The empirical evidence suggested that at the point of aftercare, interest
in additional energy conservation activities could be created. It is therefore beneficial
to provide aftercare at the appropriate time with the correct type of information
(Figure 8.31).
Figure 8.31: Features comprising the key aspect 'aftercare'
The best possible time to trigger an interest in additional programmes or activities
leading to even further energy conservation is, according to the empirical evidence,
immediately after completion of participation in one programme (Figure 8.32).
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Figure 8.32: Time of provision of aftercare
The information (Figure 8.33) that aftercare provides should include education,
explaining how to use the measures to their maximum effect - for example, teaching
how to set the newly installed timer controlling central heating cycle so the maximum
possible energy is conserved. Aftercare should also provide information on any new
programmes or measures that the existing participant could benefit from. Lastly,
aftercare should remain to collect information on the satisfaction of participants, but
should extend the quality control not just to the workforce but also to the entire
programme. In this way, continuous improvements can be made to improve the
existing programmes and collate information that proves the reliability of the
programme and the employed workforce, while providing 'lessons learned' for any
design of future programmes.
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Figure 8.33: Type of information provided by the aftercare
8.4 Conclusions
Creating a programme that is successful in terms of participation must be, as the
empirical evidence proved, much more considerate of homeowners' needs,
requirements and opinions. The main emphasis in programmes' design should be
placed on communication, measures and funding, but the other features should not,
by any means, remain underdeveloped. The new framework is based on UK-wide
promotion of energy conservation and wider environmental issues (e.g. climate
change), but argues that programmes must be promoted much more locally, so that
they are able to reflect local needs. It places, once again, local councils in the
centre of the promotion of domestic energy conservation and suggests a number of
aspects that should be considered when designing a programme.
The framework (introduced by Figure 8.2 and reproduced in Figure 8.34) offers
flexibility to programmes' design, but acknowledges that not all suggestions are
feasible and applicable to all studied programmes (for exceptions please see
Chapter Nine, section 9.2). However, the main conclusion is that programmes must
be treated much more as a project and would therefore benefit from a project
management team with a dedicated customer relations manager who would ensure
accurate and regular communication with potential and actual participants.
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needs
Figure 8.34: Proposed new theoretical framework for the design of home energy efficiency
programmes
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Conclusions
9.1 Introduction
The purpose of this research was to investigate, from the homeowners'
perspective, the efficacy of programmes intended to improve energy efficiency
in homes and to develop an evidence-based theoretical framework for
devising programmes that are likely to be effective in terms of homeowners'
participation based on data derived from the theoretical and empirical part of
the study. Satisfying this aim is important because energy programmes form
part of the UK's key strategy for carbon emission reduction and as yet very
little is known about what the intended recipients, the homeowners, think
about the existing programmes. This thesis argues, based on the empirical
findings from questionnaires and interviews about 19 existing energy
programmes, that the current approach to programmes' design does not
encourage participation and thus supports the already established findings
(e.g. UK-GBC, 2008a). It points out that whilst those homeowners that
actually participated in a programme are generally satisfied, the majority of
homeowners opted not to proceed from interest in a programme to
participation. It further revealed that the cost of participation and the amount
of financial savings that could be achieved by participation are still the
greatest barrier and the most influential motivator for taking action, again
supporting previously established conclusions (e.g. Stem, 2000, Ko"muss and
Agyeman, 2002, Tonglet et al., 2004, Jackson, 2005, Lorenzoni et al., 2007,
UK-GBC, 2008a, Ockwell et al., 2009). It also indicated that hindering and
motivating factors are, with very small deviation, the same for a" groups (e.g.
male and female) of homeowners. Lastly, this research uncovered barriers
and motivators specific for participation in energy programmes and used this
newly gained knowledge to propose a much more flexible approach to
programmes' design; an approach that stems from homeowners' needs rather
than political objectives.
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In this chapter the broad outcomes of the research are summarized,
beginning with an overview of the limitations of this research that must be
considered when interpreting the results of this study. The limitations led to
the proposal of further research in section 9.2. Next, section 9.3, summarizes
the main findings and their implications for the design of future energy
programmes is presented. The chapter concludes with reflection on the
overall conclusions that can be made from this research (section 9.4).
9.2 Limitations of the Research
The degree of generalization, which can be based on this research, is
constrained by the fact that only three case study areas, all located in
Hertfordshire, were studied. Nonetheless, as the results showed no Significant
variations between socio-demographic groups, the results should be
applicable to other areas of the UK. However, further research to determine
whether the findings are, in fact, applicable to the rest of the UK is necessary.
Furthermore, 93 per cent of the population sample was from a white ethnic
group. In order to determine whether the findings have relevance to other
ethnic groups research could be carried out with specific ethnic groups in
mind. The character of the population sample may mean that the selected
homeowners are much more proactive and energy aware than the rest of UK
homeowners and are therefore more willing to participate in programmes.
Future research could focus on homeowners that have never expressed an
interest in participation in energy programmes in order to identify whether this
research's findings apply to both groups of homeowners.
As outlined in Chapter Four, section 4.7, gaining access to a sufficiently large
number of homeowners interested in programmes that would provide a
satisfactory amount of data for statistical analyses was difficult. For that
reason the entire database (n=2,122) provided by the local Energy Efficiency
Advice Centre was used. This however meant that the time lapsed between
partiCipation in a programme and taking part in the study exceed numbers of
years (maximum of four years) for some homeowners. This in tum influenced
the accuracy with which the homeowners recalled their experiences and likes
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and dislikes for individual programmes. Any subsequent research would
benefit from keeping the time between participation and survey to the
minimum.
A careful decision was made when selecting theories explaining behaviour
determinants (for details see Chapter Two), which led to the exclusion of
some factors that may be significant to behaviour change (e.g. the role of
education, habits). Any subsequent research may want to expand on the
behaviour determinants so as to identify whether any relationships between
them and energy conservation exist. Furthermore, as this thesis focused on
acquiring an understanding of homeowners' perceptions of the existing
programmes and ideas for the design of future programmes, it did not
evaluate the actual impacts (e.g. energy reduction through behaviour change)
that participation in energy programmes might have had. Any future research
may want to focus on this area in order to determine whether actual energy
conservation behaviour occurred or whether a more energy efficient home
can lead to even greater energy consumption through for example, the
rebound effect (e.g. Greening, 2000, BrAnnland et al., 2007, Herring and Roy,
2007).
A distinction and debate of the difference between perceived and actual
barriers is presented throughout this thesis. While the importance of perceived
barriers is acknowledged, the barriers identified by homeowners are treated
here as actual. There is, however, a significant difference between actual
barriers, such as, the house cannot have cavity wall insulation because it has
solid walls, and issues that homeowners think create a barrier. For example,
where homeowners do not intend to get involved in a programme because
they think, however incorrectly, that there is no solution suitable to their
situation. Empirical research is needed to identify what needs to be put in
place to diminish, or remove altogether, the perception of a barrier.
While the intended purpose of this thesis was to analyse a wide variety of
programmes in order to achieve the broadest possible knowledge about what
makes homeowners interested or disinterested in a programme, some
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programmes studied would perhaps benefit from their own research. For
example, homeowners' perceptions of the energy labels on domestic
appliances, as identified by this study, indicated that they are too complicated
and homeowners therefore pay very little attention to them when purchasing a
new appliance. The knowledge gained from the suggested research could
lead to a better design of those labels, which in tum may lead to a greater
use.
9.3 Implications of the Findings of Research for the Design of
Future Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
In Chapter One the case that the current programmes forming the UK's
strategy to reduce carbon dioxide are not reaching enough homeowners is
presented. Throughout the research this finding is repeatedly strengthened;
not only was it difficult to locate a sufficient number of homeowners that
expressed an interest in programmes (Chapter Four, section 4.7), but the
overall progression rate from an interest to participation in a programme was
found by the empirical data to be low (39 per cent). Chapter Two presented a
whole host of barriers and motivators to pro-environmentally friendly
behaviour and the empirical part of this study identified those with the greatest
significance to homeowners (see Table 9.1). Next, the theoretical argument
that there are differences between various socio-demographic and socio-
economic groups and the hindering and motivating factors affecting them was,
to a large extent, disputed by the results of the empirical data analyses. The
findings suggested that homeowners, regardless of their gender or age, are
discouraged or encouraged to participate by the same factors, predominantly
those related to finances. However, ethnicity could not be used as an
intervening variable for this research because 93 per cent of homeowners
declared themselves to be from a white ethnic group and the results could
therefore not be generalized.
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Table 9.1: The most significant barriers and motivators to participating in energy programmes
Barriers Motivators
Lack of knowledge of the best solution Offer of cost-effective measures
Finding reputable installer Short payback period
Inappropriate images Free measures
Inappropriate rnessaqes Adequate level of grant
Infrequent advertising Adequate fuel and money savings
Incorrect advice Offer of good value for money
Lack of information on progress Alternative payment options
Missed opportunity for further advice Offer of good quality measures
Too expensive Easy participation
Small grant Provision of educational aspect
Small fuel or money savings Tailor-made
Lack of incentives Proven results
Hidden costs Raising energy costs
Lack of time to compare and contrast the Reduction of harmful emissions
available programmes
Wasted time on missed appointments Preservation of finite fuels
Measures not suitable Preservation of environment for futuregeneration
Compliance with eligibility criteria Contributing to greater good
Not enough choice of measures Replacing heating system
Hassle factor Replacing appliances
Lack of trust in technology Persuasive form of advertisinq
Lack of trust in proqrarnrne provider Good quality advice
Lack of trust in the organization providing the Description of processes
funding
Lack of trust in reliability of installers Information on progress
Provision of information on additional ways to
save energy
The research has taken an innovative and comprehensive approach to
comparing and contrasting the selected energy programmes through the use
of programmes' key aspects (Chapter Three). Nine aspects shared by all
programmes were identified: nature of intervention; awareness raising;
measures; funding; eligibility criteria; application methods; preparation work;
works; and aftercare. The examination of the selected programmes showed
minimal differences between them, which added further difficulty for
homeowners deciding in which programme they should take part. The
empirical part of the research (Chapters Five, Six and Seven) identified three
energy programmes' key aspects as the most significant to homeowners and
the most in need of attention in future programmes' design: awareness raising
renamed in Chapter Eight to communication; measures; and funding.
As can be seen from Figure 9.1 a two-way communication must happen at all
stages of participation. Homeowners should be able to ask questions
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throughout their participation and should also be provided with regular,
relevant and timely update on the participation's progress. The initial raising of
awareness a programme ought to take advantage of all available marketing
and advertising avenues promoting a clear idea of the possible financial, but
also fuel savings that could be achieved by participation. Any environmental
images and messages should be as local as possible in order for
homeowners to be able to relate to them and to see how their individual
actions could improve the environmental situation.
Any programme should offer various types (e.g. cavity wall insulation, but also
solid wall insulation) and choices (e.g. various low energy light bulbs' fixings)
of reliable measures. Programmes should offer not only economic incentives,
such as, grants and subsidies that are considered by homeowners as
adequate and from a trustworthy source (e.g. government), but also non-
economic incentives. These may include for example, hassle-free and easy
participation. Additionally, programmes could offer various methods of
payment including instalments and payments from savings in order to
overcome the initial up-front payment.
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Homeowners'
needs
Figure 9.1: Proposed new theoretical framework for the design of home energy efficiency
programmes
The empirical part of the study showed that homeowners, once they have
made their decision to participate, were generally happy with the chosen
programme. However, the sheer number of available but similar programmes
was overwhelming for many of the study's participants. They suggested that it
should be local councils who should be in charge of promotion of a reduced
number of programmes that are initially UK-wide, organized by the
government, but adjusted to local needs by the local authority. They further
suggested that any educational campaign should be attached to the more
technical programme. For example, after an installation of a new boiler the
homeowner should be taught how to use the new equipment to maximise its
potential. Homeowners also felt strongly about the wasted opportunities
where programmes fail to utilize the existing interest in energy conservation.
They suggest that programmes should offer information on other
programmes/ways to conserve energy immediately after participation in one
programme is completed. Lastly, the research data highlights the necessity for
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a programme to be based on homeowners' needs rather than political
objectives. The programmes' design should be flexible to reflect those needs,
but should avoid frequent changes such as new name re-branding or changes
in eligibility criteria. By designing a programme that encourages a two-way
conversation and provides an educational aspect with accurate information, it
is possible that homeowners will progress from participation in one
programme to another more readily.
9.4 Conclusions and Recommendations
The thesis opened with a quote from a worid-renowned anthropologist
Margaret Mead that might, at first glance, seem rather out of place. However,
as the original purpose of the energy programmes is to cut down the UK
domestic consumption of energy and thus reduce the associated carbon
dioxide emissions, the behaviour of every individual is paramount. In order to
achieve a considerable reduction in domestic energy use it is important to
increase the number of homeowners willing to participate in energy
programmes. The aim of this thesis was therefore to identify what
homeowners think, to elicit their opinions and experiences with the existing
programmes and to use this knowledge to implement the proposal of a new
approach to programmes' design. The homeowners' reactions and responses
to this research suggest that conserving energy is very important to them and
that they see energy efficiency programmes as beneficial and perhaps central
to their effort to reduce energy consumption at home. Another positive
outcome of this research was the realization that the overwhelming majority of
homeowners who actually participated in any of the studied programmes were
very satisfied and had only minor issues with their chosen programmes. This
would suggest that it is even more important to design programmes that give
more consideration to homeowners' needs and thus encourage greater
numbers of homeowners to participate. This research has undertaken the
initial step in providing the evidence for programmes' design from
homeowners' viewpoints.
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The vast amount of new information obtained through quantitative and
qualitative methods of research enabled the design of a flexible, closed-loop,
empirically driven theoretical framework that could achieve greater efficacy of
programmes in terms of participation numbers. Furthermore, not only does
the framework encourage continuous improvements to energy efficiency of
homes, it also lends itself to be used for the design of other types of
interventions, for example, water conservation or switching from private car
use to public transport. The intention of this research was to develop an
approach that would encourage a much larger number of homeowners to
participate and regardless of their motivations, attitudes and beliefs, to reduce
the energy they use at home. Potentially this would play a vital role in the
pursuit of a more sustainable future.
However, in order to achieve the desired shift toward a sustainable Mure
policy, makers must become more aware of homeowners' needs and
requirements and must learn to overcome any actual or perceived barriers. As
mentioned earlier in the thesis, the newly developed 'Green Deal' and 'Feed-
in Tariff' were not included in this study, but the findings presented here have
a real relevance to both programmes. A number of recommendations for
policy makers can be drawn: programmes must address homeowners' needs
not policy objectives; making changes to programmes should be avoided and
the number of available programmes reduced; programmes should be
designed by the government, but administered locally, preferably by local
authorities; two-way communication strategies should form the core of any
programme; and strategies, such as using local suppliers, accurate and timely
communication and transparency about funding organizations and available
technology, should be put in place to overcome homeowners' barriers,
perceived or actual.
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Appendix A: Details of Home Energy Efficiency Programmes
Name Purpose Administered by
To provide free cavity and loft Government funded, at the
Warm Front insulation and heating upgrade and time of the researchinstallation to homeowners on managed by Eaga.
Qualifyingmeans tested benefits.
To provide subsidised cavity and loft The local Energy Efficiency
Warmer Homes insulation to homeowners within Advice Centre on the behalf
Greener Herts Hertfordshire. of a number of Hertfordshire
councils.
To provide subsidised cavity and loft The local Energy Efficiency
Cocoon insulation to homeowners and free Advice Centre on the behalf
insulation to the over 70s within UK. of a number of councils.
E.on Insulation Discounted loft and cavity E.on utility company
Scheme insulations offered to E.oncustomers.
British Gas Insulation Discounted loft and cavity British Gas utility company
Scheme insulations offered to predominantlyBritish Gas customers.
Retrospective discounts on A rated Themes Valley Energy
Big Green Boiler boilers to homeowners that already Centre
Scheme had their boiler installed by
approved installer.
Energy Labelling of Following EU directive some Manufacturers after rigorous
White Goods domestic appliances display an testingefficiency certificate.
Local councils are given free low Local councils
energy light bulbs from utility
Councils' Low Energy companies participating in the EEC
Light Bulb Giveaway scheme - the conditions under
which councils can distribute the
light bulbs differ with each utility.
Energy or Fuel Utility companies participating in the Utility companies
Suppliers' Low Energy EEC scheme send their customers
Light Bulb Giveaway free low energy light bulbs.
Are You Doing Your UK's campaign to stimulate public Government
Bit? action to protect the environment.
Commitment campaign encouraged Energy Saving Trust
Commit20%
people to save 20% of the energy
they use every day, to help fight
climate change.
Information campaign on how to On behalf of the government
reduce the use of fossil fuels, help managed by the Energy
Acton CO2 manage the risks of climate change Saving Trust.
and ensure the energy needed to
live is more secure.
Save Today Save
Information campaign on how to EDF Energy
save the amount of gas and
Tomorrow electricity in the home.
Originally part of the Home Specially trained energy
Information Pack. After changes the assessors
Energy Savers Report
only element remaining. The report
assessed the energy efficiency of a
home awarding It a rating with
suaaestions for improvement.
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Name Purpose Administered by
A programme ran in partnership National Energy Foundation
with a number of Local Authorities.
Energy for Good Each scheme was tailored to the
area, the requirements of the local
authority and the funding available.
A self-administered home energy Local Energy Efficiency
Home Energy questionnaire, which was used to Advice Centre
Conservation Report generate a report with
improvements.
Major Photovoltaic Provision of grants for domestic On behalf of the government
Demonstration photovoltaic installation. managed by the Building
Programme Research Establishment.
Provision of grants for domestic On behalf of the government
Clear Skies renewable energy technology, other managed by the Building
than photovoltaic, installation. Research Establishment.
Provision of grants for domestic On behalf of the government
Low Carbon Building renewable energy technology managed first, by the Energyinstallation. Saving Trust and second, byProgramme the Building Research
Establishment.
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Appendix B: Transcribes of Interviews with Programmes' Practitioners
Q1. How do you typically create a programme?
Councils:
Councils do not usually create their own programmes but rather are approached by other
organizations such as Eaga promoting Warm Front to help and promote already existing
programme.
Councils are also often approached by either EEAC or utility company to support and invest
in a programme.
Utility companies:
We often react to new legislation or policy. Our programmes are really dictated by the
government's objectives and we are often very restricted in what we can and cannot offer.
Equally we are very strictly controlled in who we offer are programmes to. The most important
socio-demographic strata is the elderly and disadvantaged due to the whole Fuel Poverty
issue. Some objectives are contradictory and rather confusing for us to comply with.
Local Energy Efficiency Centre:
Typically, we would be approached by an organization (e.g. insulation company that has
existing contracts with utility companies) that has some funding available and would like to
use our local expertise and the ability to tap into local councils' funding.
We would concentrate on physical improvements of homes rather than advice, but we do
provide advice on how to save energy at home. We provide Home Energy Conservation
Report, which targets the areas of house that could be improved.
Q2. How do you decide what the programme should offer?
Councils:
We just promote an already existing programme, but use our own initiative when we are
trying to raise awareness of climate change and other issues.
Utility companies:
It is govemed, once again, by the government policy objectives. We have set calculations for
measures that will achieve the greatest savings and we focus on them first. That Is why cavity
wall insulation is supported and solid wall insulation is not yet.
Energy Efficiency Advice Centl9:
We work with organizations that already have a programme in mind.
Q3. How do you decide the funding/payments for a programme?
Councils:
We would not get normally involved in this part of the negotiations, but sometimes when we
are able to add some funding to it ourselves the prices can be reduced substantially.
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Utility companies:
For us it would be the policy objectives that we are working towards. Usually there are two
sets of pricing: one for the disadvantaged and the other for the abte-to-pay.
Local Energy Efficiency Centre:
We work with organizations that already have a programme in mind, but we can bring
additional funding from the local authorities and can therefore to some degree dictate or at
least alter the amount of funding.
Q3. How do you promote a programme?
Councils:
We use all means available to us: leaflets; community events; talks; press; direct mail;
websites; co-operation with other organizations.
Utility companies:
We work through our installers and co-operate with local authorities. They are usually In
charge of the promotion and management of the programme. If we have a programme that
we administer we would use our website and direct mail to our customers, but we also use
mass media.
Local Energy Efficiency Centre:
Usually we work with local councils and they would help us promote the programmes.
Sometimes we would use local press and direct mail.
04. How do you typically Judge whether or not a programme Is successful?
Councils:
We do not collect information on how or if the programme was successful. We do not have
the time or the expertise to analyse the data, if any data were made available to us.
Utility companies:
The programme is judged successful once the assigned quota of people is reached or once
the available funding is spent. We do not contact homeowners to ask what they thought about
the programme as we do not have the time to do so.
Local Energy Efficiency Centre:
We think of a programme to be a success when we spend the allocated money and reach a
good number of people. We then calculate the amount of C~ saved and that Is as much as
wacan do.
187
Appendix C
Appendix C: Questionnaire
A. gUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR BELIEFS, BARRIERS AND MOnvATJONS TO PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT
Ai. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the environment? (please circle one
answer for each statement where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree)
Strongly Neither StronglyDisagree agree or Agreedisagree disagree agree
Scientists will find a solution to dimate
3 4 5change without people having to 1 2
change their behaviour.
Climate change is beyond control - it's
1 2 3 4 5too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways to
overcome the world's environmental 1 2 3 4 5
problems.
It takes too much effort to do things
1 2 3 4 5that are environmentally friendly.
The effects of dimate change are too
far in the future to really worry me. 1 2 3 4 5
The environment Is a low priority for 1 2 3 4 5
me compared with a lot of other things
in my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 1 2 3 4 5
everyday lifestyle contribute to dlmate
change.
I find it hard to change my habits to be
1 2 3 4 5more environmentally friendly.
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A2. How interested are you In Improving the
energy efficiency of your home?
(please tick the appropriate answer)
o Very interestedo Quite interestedo Neither interested or disinterestedo Quite disinterestedo Very disinterested
Al. What are or would be the potential
barriers to Improving energy
efficiency In your home? (please
rank all in order where 1 = most
important and 8 = least important)
Rank
Too expensive
Lack of knowledge of the best
solutions
Lack of time
Difficulty finding a reputable
installer
Likely fuel savings too small
Building not suitable
Would spoil the character of
the house
Disruption caused by work
Other (please specify)
M. Under what circumstances INlve you or
would you consider improving the
energy efficiency of your home?
(please rank all in order where 1 = most
important and 9 = least important)
Rank
Extending house
Converting loft
Movina into new
ReDlacing heating syStem
Replacing appliances
Risingenerav costs
Special offer I grant availability
Friend's recommendation
No special circumstances
Other (please specify)
Appendix C
AS.Why are you InterestacI In Improving the energy
etnclency of your home? (please rank all in order
whera 1 = most important and 5 = least important)
Rank
To reduce the amount of harmful
emissions
To save money on fuel bills
To finite fuel resources
To improve saleability of my
home
To comply with building
regulations
Other (please specify)
AI.Have you taken any ...... u,.. to Improve the energy
etnclency of your home In the last two years?
(please tick the appropriate answer)
o Yeso No
A7.Whlch energy saving features does your home
already have? (please tick all that apply)
oooooooo
oo
Loft insulation
Cavlly walilnaulation
Draught proofing
Hot water tank insulation
DoubIe-gIazing
Energy saving lighting
Energy saving boiler
Renewable energy technology
Please specify: .
Don't know
Other (please specify)
AB.From the ....... ,.. tMt you do NOT y.t have which
would you con8Ider Installing? (please tick all that
apply)
onoooooo
o
Loft Insulation
Cavlly wall insulation
Draught proofing
Hot water tank insulation
DoubIe-gIazIng
Energy saving lighting
Energy saving boiler
Renewable energy technology
Please specify: .
Other (please specify)
o Not applicable
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B. QUESTIONS ABOUT EXISTING ENERGY-sAViNG PROGRAMMES
B1. Which programme(s), if any, have you heard of? (please tick all that apply)
Insulation & Appliances
D Warm Front
D Warmer Homes Greener Hertso Cocoono E.on Insulation Schemeo British Gas Insulation Schemeo Big Green Boiler schemeo Energy Labelling of White Goodso Council's low energy light bulb
giveawayo Energy or fuel suppliers' low energy
light bulb giveawayo None
Other (please specify) .
Advice & Educationo Are You Doing Your Bit?o Comm1t20%o ActonC~o Save Today Save Tomorrow
D Energy Savers Reporto Energy for Goodo Home Energy Conservation Reporto None
Other (please specify) .
Renewable Technology Grants
D Photovoltaic (PV) granto Clear Skies
D Low Carbon Building Programme
D None
Other (please specify) .
B2. Which programme(s), if any, have you participated In? (please tick all that apply)
Insulation & A lances
Warm Fronto Warmer Homes Greener Hertso Cocoono E.on Insulation Schemeo British Gas Insulation Schemeo Big Green Boller schemeo Energy Labelling of White Goodso Council's low energy light bulb
giveaway
D Energy or fuel suppliers' low energy
light bulb giveaway
Other (please specify) .
o
AdvIce & Educationo Are You Doing Your Bit?o Commit20%o ActonC~o Save Today Save Tomorrowo Energy Savers Reporto Energy for Goodo Horne Energy Conservation Report
Other (please specify) .
Renew8b1e TechnoloGy Grantso Photovoltaic (PV) granto Clear Skies
D Low Carbon Building Programme
Other (please specify) •...........•...............
None (please go to Q C1)
B5. How would you Improve the prograrnme(s)?
(please give as many examples as you like)
B3. What did you like moat about the
programme(s) you have taken part In? (please
give as many examples as you like)
84. What did you like least about the programme(s)
you have taken part In? (please give as many
examples as you like)
86. Would you be I......... In taking part In
another programme(s)?
o Yes 0 No (please go to Q C1)
BILl YES which programme(s) would you be
InterwtId In? (please list as many as you like)
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C1. What would discourage you from taking
part in a programme? (please list as many
as you like)
C2. What would motivate you to take part In a
programme? (please list as many as you
like)
C3. Which types of programme(s) would you
most likely take part In? (please rank all in
order, where 1 = most likely and S = least
likely)
Rank
Advice and education
Insulation
Appliances
Renewable energy grant
None
Other (please specify)
C4. What organization would you pref8r to run
the programme? (please rank all in order,
where 1 = preferred option and 7 = least
preferred)
Rank
Central government
Local council
Voluntarv organization
Energy or fuel supplier
Community group
None
Don't mind
Other (please specify)
CS. What size of programme would you
prefer? (please rank all in order, where 1=
preferred option and 6 = least preferrad)
Rank
UK-wide
Regional
County-wide
District-wide
Community based
Don't mind
Other (please specify)
Cl. Which marketing strategies would
encourage you to take part In a
programme? (please rank all in order,
where 1 = most likely and 7 = least likely)
Rank
TV advertisement
Internet advertisement
Radio advertisement
Direct mait-out
Local council campaign
Word of mouth
Don't mind
Other (please specify)
C7. WhIIt would • programme need to otr.r I
Include to persuade you to take part?
(please list 88 many as you like)
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O. PERSONAL AND HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION
01. Do you (or another household
member) own or rent your home?o Own outright or with a mortgageJIoano Pay part rent/part mortgageo Rent from housing assoc. or councilo Rent from a private landlordo Other (please specify)
02. What type of accommodation do you live In?o Detached houselbungalowo Semi-detached houseIbungalowo Terraced houseIbungalowo End of terrace houseJbungalowo Flat, maisonette or tenemento Other (please specify) ..
03. What age Is your property?o Pre 1900 0 1983 - 1990o 1901 -1929 0 1991 - 1995o 1930 -1949 0 1996 - 2002o 1950 -1966 0 2003 - 2006o 1967 -1975 0 post 2007o 1976-1982 ODon'tknow
04. What Is the main external wall type of your
property?o Stoneo Solid bricko Cavityo Timber frameo Don'tknowo Other (please specify) ..
05. Is the loft I noor InsulMed?
Loft Flooro 0o 0o 0o 0o 0
Yes
No
Partly
Not applicable
Don't know
06. Are the walls InsulMed?
DYeso Noo Partlyo Not applicableo Don'tknow
07. What type of glazed windows do you h.".?o Singleo Doubleo Secondaryo Tripleo Other (please specify) ..
08. What Is the main heating .ystem?o Gas central heatingo Electric storage heaterso Oil fired heatingo Other (please specify) ..
01. What type of fuel Is 8V8llable In your al'8ll? (tick
all that apply)o Gas 0011o Electric Other ..
010. Are you:
OMaIe o Female
011. In what year were you born?
D12.WhIch of the following best describes
your Md your partner"s ec:onomIc
...... ?
Yours YourP........o PaId empIoymentlself-employed 0o Unemployed/seeking work 0
OR~ 0o Looking after farnlly/home 0o Full time student 0o Long term sIckIdlsabled 0
OOther 0
D13. What work doIdId you do?
D14. Wh8t work doeeIdId your partner do?
015. To which of these groups do you consider
you belong?
OWhitao BIackIBIack BrttIshoAsian/AsIan BrItIsh
OMlxedo Chinese
OOther
For office use only.
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Appendix 0: Results from Questionnaire Analysis
The results presented here correspond firstly to the design of the questionnaire,
followed by the more complex statistical tests described in Chapter Five. For ease of
navigation a table of contents is provided.
Contents
1 Are financially motivated actions dependent on the belief In wider
environmental Issues? 198
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for environmental statements
(Question A1) and interest in improving energy efficiency in the home
(Question A2) 198
MANOVA test for environmental statements (Question A1) and interest in
improving energy efficiency in the home (Question A2) 199
2 Do barriers, circumstances and motivators differ with gender and age? 203
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for barriers (Question A3) and
gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 203
MANOVA test for barriers (Question A3) and gender (Question 010) 204
MANOVA test for barriers (Question A3) and age (Question 011 ) 207
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for circumstances (Question AA)
and gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 210
MANOVA test for circumstances (Question AA) and gender (Question 010) 210
MANOVA test for circumstances (Question A4) and age (Question 011) 213
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for motivators (Question A5) and
gender (Question 010) and Age (Question 011) 217
MANOVA test for motivators (Question A5) and gender (Question 010) 217
ANOVA test for motivators (Question A5) and gender (Question 010) 218
The Chi-square test of independence for motivators (Question A5) and
gender (Question 010) 219
To reduce the amount of harmful emissions * Gender 219
To save money on fuel bills * Gender 220
MANOVA test for motivators (Question A5) and age (Question 011) 220
ANOVA test for motivators (Question A5) and age (Question 011) 222
3 How many respondents participated In the selected programmes and what
are the potentially Influencing factors? •••.•••••.•••.••••.••••.••.••.••••••••••••.•.•••••.•.......••.•...•.225
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for participation rates in
programmes (Question 82) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and
age (Question 011) 225
Insulation and appliances programmes 225
Advice and education programmes 225
Renewable energy technology programmes 226
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for participation rates in
programmes (Question 82) and respondents' property's age (Question 03),
property's type (Question 02) and property's external wall (Question 04) 226
Insulation and appliances programmes 226
Advice and Education Programmes 226
Renewable energy technology programmes 227
The Chi-square test of independence for participation rates in programmes
(Question 82) and respondents' gender (Question 010), age (Question 011)
and economic status (Question 012) 227
Insulation and appliances programmes 227
Warm Front* Gender 228
Warm Front*Age (Binned)..........................•.....................................................................228
Warm Front * Economic Status 229
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WHGH * Gender 229
WHGH * Age (Binned) 230
WHGH * Economic Status 230
Cocoon * Gender 231
Cocoon * Age (Binned) 231
Cocoon * Economic Status 232
Eon insulation * Gender 232
Eon insulation * Age (Binned) 233
Eon insulation * Economic Status 233
BG insulation * Gender 234
BG insulation * Age (Binned) 234
BG insulation * Economic Status 235
BGBS * Gender 235
BGBS * Age (Binned) 236
BGBS * Economic Status 236
Energy Labelling of White Goods * Gender 237
Energy Labelling of White Goods * Age (Binned) 237
Energy Labelling of White Goods * Economic Status 238
Council cfls * Gender 238
Council cfls * Age (Binned) 239
Council cfls * Economic Status 240
Suppliers cfls * Gender 240
Suppliers cfls * Age (Binned) 241
Suppliers cfls * Economic Status 241
Advice and education programmes 242
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Gender 242
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Age (Binned) 243
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Economic Status 243
Commit 20% * Gender 244
Commit 20% * Age (Binned) 244
Commit 20% * Economic Status 245
Act on C02 * Gender 245
Act on C02 * Age (Binned) 246
Act on C02 * Economic Status 246
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Gender 247
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Age (Binned) 247
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Economic Status 248
Savers report * Gender 248
Savers report * Age (Binned) 249
Savers report * Economic Status 249
Energy for Good * Gender 250
Energy for Good * Age (Binned) 250
Energy for Good * Economic Status 251
HEC report * Gender 251
HEC report * Age (Binned) 252
HEC report * Economic Status 252
Renewable energy technology programmes 253
PV * Gender 253
PV * Age (Binned) 254
PV * Economic Status 254
Clear Skies * Gender 255
Clear Skies * Age (Binned) 255
Clear Skies • Economic Status 256
LCBP • Gender 256
LCBP • Age (Binned) 257
LCBP • Economic Status 257
The Chi-square test of independence for participation rates in programmes
(Question 82) and respondents' property's age (Question 03), property's
type (Question 02) and property's external waD (Question 04) 258
Insulation and appliances programmes 258
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Warm Front * Property Age 258
Warm Front * Property Type 259
Warm Front * External Wall 259
WHGH * Property Type ....................................•.................................................................... 260
WHGH * External Wall 261
Cocoon * Property Age 261
Cocoon * Property Type 262
Cocoon * External Wail 262
Eon insulation * Property Age 263
Eon insulation * Property Type 263
Eon insulation * External Wall 264
BG insulation * Property Age 264
BG insulation * Property Type 265
BG insulation * External Wall 265
BGBS * Property Age 266
BGBS * Property Type 266
BGBS * External Wall 267
Energy Labelling of White Goods * Property Age 267
Energy Labelling of White Goods * Property Type 268
Energy Labelling of White Goods * External Wall 268
Council efts * Property Age 269
Council efts * Property Type 269
Council cfls * External Wall 270
Suppliers efts * Property Age 270
Suppliers efts • Property Type 271
Suppliers cfls • External Wall · 271
Advice and Appliances Programmes 272
Are You Doing Your Bit?· Property Age .....................•........................................................ 272
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Property Type 273
Are You Doing Your Bit? * External Wall ..........................................•................................... 273
Commit 20% * Property Age 274
Cornmit 200/0· Property Type 274
Commit 20% * External Wall 275
Act on C02 • Property Age .....................••....•..•.......•.......•............•........................................ 275
Act on C02 * Property Type .................................................................................................• 276
Act on C02 * External Wall 276
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Property Age 277
Save Today Save Tomorrow • Property Type 277
Save Today Save Tomorrow * External Wall ··· 278
Savers report • Property Age 278
Savers report • Property Type ...............................................................•...........•.................. 279
Savers report * External Wall ...................................................................•..•......................... 279
Energy for Good • Property Age .........................................................•................................. 280
Energy for Good * Property Type ...................•.................•.................................................... 280
Energy for Good * External Wall .....................................................•••.....•............................. 281
HEC report * Property Age 281
HEC report • Property Type 282
HEC report • External Wall ..............................................••..........•........................................ 282
Renewable energy technology programmes 283
PV * Property Age .........................................................•...................•................................... 283
PV • Property Type .........................................•....•............................•....•.............................. 284
PV * External Wall 284
Clear Skies * Property Age 285
Clear Skies * Property Type ·· ·..· · 285
Clear Skies * External Wall · · · 286
LCBP • Property Age 286
LCBp· Property Type · 287
LCBP • External Wall 287
4 What are the moat and the least liked .apects of. programme .nd which
need Improvements? 288
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Kendall's tau_b non parametric correlations for programmes' features (Questions
83, B4 and B5) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) ...288
The Chi-square test of independence for programmes' features (Questions B3,
B4 and B5) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 289
Free cfI * Age (Blnned) 289
Good value for money * Gender 290
Good value for money * Age (Binned) 290
Educational * Gender 291
Educational * Age (Binned) 292
Easy to take part in * Gender 292
Easy to take part in * Age (Blnned) 293
Good service * Gender 293
Good service * Age (Binned) 294
Nothing * Gender 294
Nothing * Age (Binned) 295
Missed Opportunity * Gender 295
Missed Opportunity * Age (Binned) 296
Wasted Time * Gender 296
Wasted Time * Age (Binned) 297
Not Enough Choice * Gender 297
Not Enough Choice * Age (Binned) 298
PubliCity * Gender 299
Publicity * Age (Binned) 299
Advice * Gender 300
Advice * Age (Binned) 300
Incentives * Gender 301
Incentives * Age (Binned) 302
Choice * Gender 302
Choice * Age (Binned) 303
Eligibility Criteria * Gender 303
Eligibility Criteria * Age (Binned) 304
Information on Progress * Gender 304
Information on Progress • Age (Binned) 305
5 Would existing participants In programmes like to take partl In future
programmes? If so, In which? 305
Spearman's rho correlations for willingness to participate in future programmes
(Questions B6 and 86a) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age
(Question 011 ) 305
Chi-square test of independence for willingness to participate in future
programmes (Question B 6) and gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 305
Gender • Will take part? 306
Age (Binned) • Will take part? 306
Spearman's rho correlations for willingness to participate in specific future
programmes (Question B6a) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and
age (Question 011 } 307
The Chi-square test of independence for willingness to participate in specific
future programmes (Question B6a) and gender (Question 010) and age
(Question 011 ) 307
RE • Gender 307
RE • Age (Blnned) 308
Any • Gender 308
Any • Age (Binned) 309
Boiler • Gender 309
Boiler· Age (Binned) 310
Don't know· Gender 310
Don't know * Age (Blnned) 311
Insulation· Gender 312
Insulation * Age (Sinned) 312
Glazing * Gender 313
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Glazing * Age (Binned) 313
6 What would the potential barriers and motlavtors be to participation In future
programmes? 314
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for barriers to future participation
(Question C2) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) ..... 314
The Chi-square test of independence for barriers to future participation
(Question C2) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 314
Expensive * Gender 314
Expensive * Age (Binned) 315
Hassle * Gender 315
Hassle * Age (Binned) 316
Unclear information * Gender 316
Unclear information * Age (Binned) 317
Inconvenience * Gender 317
Inconvenience * Age (Binned) 318
Unreliable * Gender 319
Unreliable * Age (Binned) 319
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for motivators to future participation
(Question C1) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) ..... 320
The Chi-square test of independence for motivators to future participation
(Question C1) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) 320
Finances * Gender 320
Finances * Age (Binned) 321
Advertising * Gender 321
Advertising * Age (Binned) 322
Advice * Gender 322
Advice * Age (Binned) 323
No hassle * Gender 323
No hassle * Age (Binned) 324
Save fuel * Gender 324
Save fuel * Age (Binned) 325
Kendall's tau_b non parametric correlations for additional motivators to future
participation (Question C7) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and
age (Question 011 ) 325
The Chi-square test of independence for additional motivators to future
participation (Question C7) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age
(Question 011 ) 326
Proven result * Gender 326
Proven result * Age (Binned) 326
Description of process * Gender 327
Description of process • Age (Binned) 328
Tailor-made * Gender 328
Tailor-made * Age (Binned) 329
Short payback * Gender 329
Short payback * Age (Blnned) 330
7 Which programme. would participants be Inte ted In participating In the
future? 330
Kendall's tau_b non parametric correlations for future participation in specific
programmes (Question C3) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and
age (Question 011 ) 330
MONOVA for future participation in specific programmes (Question C3) and
respondents' gender (Question 010) 331
MONOVA for future participation in specific programmes (Question C3) and
respondents' age (Question 011) 332
8 Which organization. would .... pondents ",,"r to administer futu ...
programmes? 3M
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for administrative organization of
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future programmes (Question C4) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and
age (Question 011 ) 334
MANOVA for administrative organizations of future programmes (Question C4)
and respondents' gender (Question 010) 334
The Chi-square test of independence for administrative organizations of future
programmes (Question C4) and respondents' gender (Question 010) 336
MANOVA for administrative organizations of future programmes (Question C4)
and respondents' age (Question 011) 337
ANOVA for administrative organizations of future programmes (Question C4)
and respondents' age (Question 011) 339
9 What size of programmes would participants prefer? 340
Kendall's tau_b non parametric correlations for future programmes' size
(Question C5) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) ..... 340
MANOVA for future programmes' size (Question C5) and respondents' gender
(Question 010) 341
MANOVA for Mure programmes' size (Question C5) and respondents' gender
(Question 010} 343
10 Which marketing strategies would participants prefer? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•345
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for future marketing strategies
(Question C6) and respondents' gender (Question 010) and age (Question 011) ..... 345
MAN OVA for Mure marketing strategies (Question C6) and respondents' gender
(Question 010) 345
The Chi-square test of independence for future marketing strategies (Question C6)
and respondents' gender (Question 010) 347
MANOVA for future marketing strategies (Question C6) and respondents' age
(Question 011 ) 348
The Chi-square test of independence for Mure marketing strategies (Question C6)
and respondents' age (Question 011) 350
LA campaign * Age (Binned) ...........................•.................•....•.............................................. 350
Word of mouth * Age (Binned) .....................................................•................•......••••...•......... 351
Don't mind * Age (Binned) 352
1 Are financially motivated actions dependent on the belief In wider environmental
Issues?
Kendall'. t.u_b nonparamefrlccotrelatlons fot' envil'Oft"""'" .t.......",. (Question At) and"...,..t In
ImPl'Ovlna 8II8IDV etrIclency In the home (Question AIJ
Correa.tlon.
Level of Intareat
Kendall's Scientists will find a solution to ConeIation CoetIIcIent .104
tau_b dimate change without people Sig. (2-ta11ed) .003
having to change their behaviour. N 703
Climate change Is beyond control _ ComIIatIon CoeffIcIent .124
Ifs too late to do anything. Sla. (2-talledl .000
N 706
Humans are capable of finding ways ComIIatIon CoefIIc:Ient .132
to overcome the world's Sig. (2-ta11ed) .000
environmental problems. N 706
It takes too much effort to do things CorrelatIon CoetIIcIent .225
that are environmentally friendly. SIg._(2-ta11ed) .000
N 707
The effecls of dlmate change are Corr8IatIon CoetIIcIent .283
too far In the future to really worry ~2-talledl .000
me. N 707
The environment Is a low priority for Correlation CoetIIcIent .287
me compared with a lot of other ~2-ta11ed) .000
things In my life. N 705
I don't believe my behaviour and ConaIaIion CoetIIc:iant .232
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everyday life contribute to climate Sig. (2-tailed) .000
change. N 703
I find it hard to change my habits to Correlation Coefficient .241
be more environmentally friendly. Sig. (2-taHed) .000
N 706
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level l2-tailedT
MANOVA test for environmental statements (Question A1) and Interest In Improvl"fl energy etrIclency In
the home (Question A2J
Between-8ubJ41Cts Factors
N
Interest 1 4
2 3
3 30
4 236
5 424
Descrl~ StatistIc.
Interest Mean Std. Deviation N
Scientists will find a solution to climate change without 1 4.75 .500 4
people having to change their behaviour. 2 3.00 1.732 3
3 3.47 1.224 30
4 4.07 .901 236
5 4.16 .984 424
Total 4.09 .981 697
Climate change is beyond control- it's too late to do 1 3.50 .577 4
anything. 2 4.33 sn 3
3 3.33 1.213 30
4 3.67 .889 236
5 3.84 .970 424
Total 3.76 .958 697
Humans are capable of finding ways to overcome the 1 3.50 sn 4
world's environmental problems. 2 3.33 sn 3
3 3.60 .814 30
4 3.60 .924 236
5 3.80 .947 424
Total 3.72 .935 697
Htakes too much effort to do things that are 1 4.00 .000 4
environmentally friendly. 2 5.00 .000 3
3 3.87 .900 30
4 3.94 .756 236
5 4.30 .716 424
Total 4.16 .757 697
The effects of climate change ... too far In the future to 1 4.50 sn 4
really worry me. 2 4.67 sn 3
3 3.53 1.106 30
4 4.03 .806 236
5 4.43 .813 424
Total 4.26 .856 697
The environment la a low priority for me compared with 1 4.00 .816 4
a lot of other things In my life. 2 4.67 sn 3
3 3.23 1.073 30
4 3.47 .896 236
5 4.04 .890 424
Total 3.82 .945 697
I don't believe my behaviour and everyday life 1 4.50 sn 4
contribute to climate change. 2 2.67 1.155 3
3 3.20 1.031 30
4 3.67 .799 236
5 4.01 .936 424
Total 3.88 .922 697
I find it hard to change my hablls to be more 1 3.75 .500 4
environmentally friendlY. 2 4.00 .000 3
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3 3.27 .868 30
4 3.43 .917 236
5 3.89 .953 424
Total 3.70 .961 697
Box'. Test of EauaIliY of Covart .. ce Matrices-
Box's M 159.759
F 2.087
df1 72
df2 18549.248
Sig. .000
Tests the null hYPOthesisthat the observed covariancematrices 01 the variables are eauaI acrou 1IfOUDS.
a. Desian: Intercept + Interest
Multlvartate Testae
Effect Value F Isdf Errordf
Intercept PUlars Trace .788 318.700- 8.000 685.000
Wilks' Lambda .212 318.700- 8.000 685.000
Hotellina's Trace 3.723 318.780- 8.000 685.000
Roy's larQest Root 3.723 318.7ao- 8.000 685.000
Interest Pillai's Trace .206 4.670 32.000 2752.000
Wilks' Lambda .804 4.822 32.000 2527.750
Hotelllna's Trace .232 4.960 32.000 2734.000
Roy's largest Root .164 14.085D 8.000 688.000
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that Yields a lower bound on the significance level.
c. Desian: Intercept + Interest
Multlvartate Tests"
Effect Sig. Partial Eta Sauarad
Intercept Pillai's Trace .000 .788
Wilks' Lambda .000 .788
Hotellina's Trace .000 .788
ROY'sLamest Root .000 .788
Interest Pillai's Trace .000 .052
Wllks'Lambda .000 .053
Hotellina's Trace .000 .055
ROY'sLaraest Root .000 .141
c. Design: Intercept + Interest
Le¥.ne'. T..t of Eaualltv of Error Vartances
F df1 df2 Ski
Scientists will find a solution to climate change without 3.329 4 692 .010
people havlna to chanae their behavior.
Climate change is beyond control- It's too late to do 1.897 4 692 .109
anyltllna.
Humans are cepable of finding ways to overcome the .733 4 692 .570
worid's environmental orobIems.
It takes too much effort to do things that are 4.590 4 692 .001
envlronmentallv friendlY.
The effects of climate change are too far In the future to 4.737 4 692 .001
really wonv me.
The environment Is a low priority for me compa'8d with 3.424 4 692 .009
a lot of other thlnas In my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and everyday life 1.359 4 692 .247
contribute to climate chanae.
I find H hard to change my habits to be more 2.919 4 692 .021
environmentally frief1dIy.
Tests the null h~ that the error variance of the V8IiabIe Is equal 8CI088 aFOUDB.
8. DesIgn: Intercept + Interest
FIs--
200
Appendix 0
SQuares ad
Corrected Scientists will find a solution to 18.892" 4 4.723 5.022 .001 .028
Model climate change without people
having to change their behavior.
Climate change is beyond control - 11.475u 4 2.869 3.161 .014 .018
It's too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways 7.218" 4 1.805 2.079 .082 .012
to overcome the world's
environmental problems.
It takes too much effort to do things 23.970" 4 5.992 11.067 .000 .060
that are environmentally friendly.
The effects of climate change are 40.883· 4 10.221 15.059 .000 .080
too far in the future to really worry
me.
The environment is a low priority for 61.743 4 15.436 19.070 .000 .099
me compared with a lot of other
thinas in my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 36.330" 4 9.083 11.318 .000 .061
everyday life contribute to climate
change.
I find It hard to change my habits to 38.158" 4 9.540 10.912 .000 .059
be more environmentaHyfriendly.
Intercept Scientists will find a solution to 606.355 1 606.355 644.684 .000 .482
climate change without people
having to change their behavior.
Climate change is beyond control - 560.148 1 560.148 617.295 .000 .471
It's too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways 510.468 1 510.468 587.971 .000 .459
to overcome the world's
environmental problems.
It takes too much effort to do things 715.074 1 715.074 1320.570 .000 .656
that are environmentally friendlY.
The effects of cllmata change are 718.156 1 718.156 1058.137 .000 .605
too far in the future to really worry
me.
The environment Is a low priority for 604.915 1 604.915 747.347 .000 .519
me compared with a lot of other
thinas in my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 522.591 1 522.591 651.212 .000 .485
everyday life contrbJte to climate
change.
I find It hard to change my habits to 539.165 1 539.185 818.740 .000 .471
bemore environmentallY -friendlY.
level of Scientists will find a solution to 18.892 4 4.723 5.022 .001 .028
Intarest climate change without people
having to ch8nae thei'" behavior.
Climate change Is beyond control- 11.475 4 2.869 3.161 .014 .018
it's too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways 7.218 4 1.805 2.079 .082 .012
to overcome the wortd's
environmental jII.,.,_, .....
It takes too much effort to do things 23.970 4 5.992 11.067 .000 .060
that are environmentally friendly.
The effeds of climate change are 40.883 4 10.221 15.059 .000 .080
too far In the future to really wony
me.
The environment Isa low priority for 61.743 4 15.436 19.070 .000 .099
me compared with a lot of other
things In my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 36.330 4 9.063 11.318 .000 .061
everyday life contribute to dlmate
change.
I find It hard to change my habits to 38.158 4 9.540 10.912 .000 .059
be more environ .•L '-friendly.
Error Scientists wit find a solution to 650.858 692 .941
climate change without P80IlIe
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having to change their behavior.
Climate change is beyond control - 627.937 692 .907
it's too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways 600.784 692 .868
to overcome the world's
environmental problems.
It takes too much effort to do things 374.710 692 .541
that are environmentally friendly.
The effects of climate change are 469.659 692 .679
too far in the future to really wony
me.
The environment is a low priority for 560.117 692 .809
me compared with a lot of other
things in my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 555.323 692 .602
everyday life contribute to climate
chanoa.
I find it hard to change my habits to 604.958 692 .874
be more environmentally-friendly.
Total Scientists will find a solution to 12356.000 697
climate change without people
having to change their behavior.
Climate change is beyond control- 10518.000 697
it's too late to do anYthing.
Humans are capable of finding ways 10262.000 697
to overcome the world's
environmental problems.
It takes too much effort to do things 12473.000 697
that are environmentally friendly.
The effects of climate change are 13132.000 697
too far in the future to really worry
me.
The environment is a low priority for 10781.000 697
me compared with a lot of other
things in my life.
I don't believe my behaviour and 10858.000 697
everyday life contribute to climate
chanae.
I find it hard to change my habits to 10208.000 697
be more environmentally ·frlendlv.
Corrected ScIentists will find a solution to 669.750 696
Total climate change without people
having to chanae their behavklr.
Climate change is beyond control - 639.412 696
It's too late to do anything.
Humans are capable of finding ways 608.003 696
to overcome the world's
environmental
It takes too much effort to do things 398.680 696
that are environmentally friendly.
The effects of climate change are 510.542 696
too far in the future to really worry
me.
The environment is a low priority for 621.859 696
me compared with a lot of other
thInGS inmy life.
Idon't believe my behaviour and 591.853 696
everyday life conlributa to climate
change.
I find It hard to change my habits to 643.118 696
be more environ '-ftiendlv.
a. R SQuared = .028 R SQuared = .023)
b. R Squared = .018'Altlll ...... R ~,- = .012)
c. R Sauared = .012 R Squared = .000l
d. R SQuared = .060 IA.tIo....... R ~ ... ,- = .055)
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Estimated Marglna eans
Interest
Dependent Variable Interest 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound UooerBound
Scientists wOIfind a solution to 1 4.750 .485 3.798 5.702
climate change without people 2 3.000 .560 1.901 4.099
having to change their behavior. 3 3.467 .1n 3.119 3.814
4 4.068 .063 3.944 4.192
5 4.156 .047 4.063 4.248
Climate change is beyond control 1 3.500 .476 2.565 4.435
- ifs too late to do anything. 2 4.333 .550 3.254 5.413
3 3.333 .174 2.992 3.675
4 3.674 .062 3.552 3.795
5 3.844 .046 3.754 3.935
Humans are capable of finding 1 3.500 .466 2.585 4.415
ways to overcome the world's 2 3.333 .538 2.2n 4.390
environmental problems. 3 3.600 .170 3.266 3.934
4 3.602 .061 3.483 3.721
5 3.802 .045 3.713 3.891
H takes too much effort to do 1 4.000 .368 3.278 4.722
things that are environmentally 2 5.000 .425 4.166 5.834
friendly. 3 3.867 .134 3.603 4.130
4 3.945 .048 3.851 4.039
5 4.300 .036 4.229 4.370
The effects of climate change are 1 4.500 .412 3.691 5.309
too far in the future to really worry 2 4.667 .476 3.733 5.601
me. 3 3.533 .150 3.238 3.829
4 4.030 .054 3.924 4.135
5 4.427 .040 4.348 4.505
The environment is a low priority 1 4.000 .450 3.117 4.883
for me compared with a lot of 2 4.667 .519 3.647 5.687
other things in my life. 3 3.233 .164 2.911 3.556
4 3.475 .059 3.360 3.590
5 4.042 .044 3.957 4.128
I don't believe my behaviour and 1 4.500 .448 3.621 5.379
everyday life contribute to climate 2 2.667 .517 1.851 3.682
change. 3 3.200 .164 2.879 3.521
4 3.674 .058 3.559 3.788
5 4.007 .044 3.922 4.092
I find it hard to change my habits 1 3.750 .467 2.832 4.668
to be more environmentaHy 2 4.000 .540 2.940 5.060
friendly. 3 3.267 .171 2.932 3.602
4 3.428 .061 3.308 3.547
5 3.887 .045 3.798 3.976
1M
2 Do barriers, circumstances and motivators differ with gender and age?
Kendal/'. tIIu_b nonpaIMtfIfJ1c COI'J'8IaIIona for".",.,. (QuestIon Al) Md"...,. (QuesIIon OfO)and
age (QuestIon D11J
CornIatIona
Gender AIle
Kendall's tau_b Too expensive ConaIaIIon CoeIIIcIenI -.041 -.049
Sill. (2-ta1ed) .251 .139
N 680 658
Lack of knowledge of the best ConeIaIIon CoemcIent -.094 .035
solutions SIg. (2-ta1ed) .006 .263
N 870 649
Lack of time ConaIaIIon CoetIIciant -.065 -.209
Sill. (2-ta1ed) .057 .000
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N 656 636
Difficulty finding reputable Correlation Coefficient -.078 .094
installer Sig. (2-tailed) .021 .003
N 663 642
Likely fuel savings too small Correlation Coefficient .148 .128
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 666 645
Building not suitable Correlation Coefficient .007 .038
SiQ. (2-tailed) .832 .237
N 629 610
Would spoil the character of the Correlation Coefficient .026 .044
house Sig. (2-tailed) .455 .184
N 639 620
Disruption caused by work Correlation Coefficient -.007 .047
caused by work SiQ. (2-tailed) .841 .143
N 653 634
"". Correlation is siqnincant at the 0.01 level 12-tailed).
", Correlation is siqnlflcant at the 0.05 level 12-tailed).
MANOVA test for barriers (Question A3) and gender (Question D10)
Between-Subjects Factors
Value Label N
Gender 1 male 288
2 female 317
Descriptive Statistics
Gender Mean Std. N
Deviation
Too expensive 1 male 2.19 1.638 288
2 female 2.13 1.726 317
Total 2.16 1.684 605
Lack of knowledge of the best 1 male 3.66 2.123 288
solutions 2 female 3.17 1.873 317
Total 3.40 2.009 605
Lack of time 1 male 5.30 2.112 288
2 female 4.94 2.082 317
Total 5.11 2.102 605
Difficulty finding reputable 1 male 4.22 1.862 288
installer 2 female 3.88 1.843 317
Total 4.04 1.858 605
Likely fuel savings too small 1 male 3.60 1.805 288
2 female 4.26 1.875 317
Total 3.95 1.870 605
Building not suitable 1 male 5.09 2.307 288
2 female 5.12 2.335 317
Total 5.10 2.320 605
Would spoil the character of 1 male 6.31 1.770 288
the house 2 female 6.38 1.817 317
Total 6.35 1.794 605
Disruption caused by work 1 male 5.81 1.984 288
caused by work 2 female 5.77 1.872 317
Total 5.79 1.925 605
Box's Test of Eaualitv of Covariance Matricesa
Box's M 64.753
F 1.774
df1 36
df2 1200696.547
Sig. .003
Tests the null hypothesisthat the observedcovariancematricesof the dependentvariablesare equal acrossorouos.
a. Design: Intercept + qender
Effect
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df Squared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .988 6394.415" 8.000 596.000 .000 .988
Wilks' Lambda .012 6394.415" 8.000 596.000 .000 .988
Hotelling's Trace 85.831 6394.415" 8.000 596.000 .000 .988
Roy's Largest Root 85.831 6394.415" 8.000 596.000 .000 .988
Gender Pillai's Trace .050 3.957a 8.000 596.000 .000 .050
Wilks' Lambda .950 3.957a 8.000 596.000 .000 .050
Hotelling's Trace .053 3.957" 8.000 596.000 .000 .050
Roy's Largest Root .053 3.957" 8.000 596.000 .000 .050
a.Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept + gender
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances·
F df1 df2 Sig.
Too expensive .432 1 603 .511
Lack of knowledge of the best solutions 6.351 1 603 .052
Lack of time .484 1 603 .487
Difficultyfinding reputable a installer .458 1 603 .499
Likely fuel savings too small .334 1 603 .564
Building not suitable .000 1 603 .994
Would spoil the character of the house .096 1 603 .757
Disruption caused by work caused by work 2.805 1 603 .094
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Gender
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta
of Squares Square Squared
Corrected Too expensive .633a 1 .633 .223 .637 .000
Model Lack of knowledge of the best 35.628° 1 35.628 8.945 .003 .015
solutions
Lack of time 19.026c 1 19.026 4.330 .038 .007
Difficulty finding reputable a 16.950" 1 16.950 4.942 .027 .008
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 66.6549 1 66.654 19.639 .000 .032
Building not suitable .135 1 .135 .025 .874 .000
Would spoil the character of .8689 1 .868 .269 .604 .000
the house
Disruption caused by work .237 1 .237 .064 .801 .000
caused by work
Intercept Too expensive 2812.495 1 2812.4 990.93 .000 .622
95 5
Lack of knowledge of the best 7032.422 1 7032.4 1765.5 .000 .745
solutions 22 94
Lack of time 15808.447 1 15808. 3597.4 .000 .856
447 74
Difficulty finding reputable a 9889.479 1 9889.4 2883.4 .000 .827
installer 79 98
Likely fuel savings too small 9320.446 1 9320.4 2746.2 .000 .820
46 02
Building not suitable 15710.747 1 15710. 2915.3 .000 .829
747 86
Would spoil the character of 24315.631 1 24315. 7548.0 .000 .926
the house 631 02
Disruption caused by work 20254.254 1 20254. 5458.4 .000 .901
caused by work 254 12
Gender Too expensive .633 1 .633 .223 .637 .000
Lack of knowledge of the best 35.628 1 35.628 8.945 .003 .015
solutions
Lack of time 19.026 1 19.026 4.330 .038 .007
Difficulty finding reputable a 16.950 1 16.950 4.942 .027 .008
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 66.654 1 66.654 19.639 .000 .032
Building not suitable .135 1 .135 .025 .874 .000
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Would spoil the character of .868 1 .868 .269 .604 .000
the house
Disruption caused by work .237 1 .237 .064 .801 .000
caused by work
Error Too expensive 1711.449 603 2.838
Lack of knowledge of the best 2401.770 603 3.983
solutions
Lack of time 2649.774 603 4.394
Difficulty finding reputable a 2068.098 603 3.430
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 2046.546 603 3.394
Building not suitable 3249.511 603 5.389
Would spoil the character of 1942.544 603 3.221
the house
Disruption caused by work 2237.522 603 3.711
caused by work
Total Too expensive 4527.000 605
Lack of knowledge of the best 9438.000 605
solutions
Lack of time 18461.000 605
Difficulty finding reputable a 11958.000 605
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 11531.000 605
Building not suitable 19001.000 605
Would spoil the character of 26329.000 605
the house
Disruption caused by work 22532.000 605
caused by work
Corrected Too expensive 1712.083 604
Total Lack of knowledge of the best 2437.398 604
solutions
Lack of time 2668.800 604
Difficulty finding reputable a 2085.048 604
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 2113.200 604
Building not suitable 3249.646 604
Would spoil the character of 1943.412 604
the house
Disruption caused by work 2237.759 604
caused by work
a. R Squared = .000 (Adiusted R Squared = -.001)
b. R Squared - .015 (Adjusted R Squared - .013)
c. R Squared - .007 (Adjusted R Squared - .005)
d. R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared - .006)
e. R Squared - .032 (Adjusted R Squared - .030)
f. R Squared - .000 (Adjusted R Squared - -.002)
g. R Squared - .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001)
h. R Squared - .000 (Adjusted R Squared - -.002)
t d M I MEstima e argma eans
Gender
Dependent Variable Gender 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
Too expensive 1 male 2.191 .099 1.996 2.386
2 female 2.126 .095 1.940 2.312
Lack of knowledge of the best solutions 1 male 3.656 .118 3.425 3.887
2 female 3.170 .112 2.950 3.390
Lack of time 1 male 5.295 .124 5.053 5.538
2 female 4.940 .118 4.709 5.171
Difficulty finding reputable a installer 1 male 4.215 .109 4.001 4.430
2 female 3.880 .104 3.676 4.084
Likely fuel savings too small 1 male 3.597 .109 3.384 3.810
2 female 4.262 .103 4.059 4.465
Building not suitable 1 male 5.087 .137 4.818 5.355
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2 female 5.117 .130 4.861 5.373
Would spoil the character of the house 1 male 6.309 .106 6.101 6.517
2 female 6.385 .101 6.187 6.583
Disruption caused by work caused by 1 male 5.813 .114 5.590 6.035
work 2 female 5.773 .108 5.560 5.985
MANOVA test for barriers (Question A3) and aQe (Question D11)
Between-Subjects Factors
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 Over 70 141
2 Between 69-57 131
3 Between 42-46 168
4 41 or under 147
OescriDtive Statistics
AQe (Binned) Mean Std. Deviation N
Too expensive Over 70 2.32 1.713 141
Between 69-57 2.16 1.663 131
Between 42-46 2.16 1.752 168
41 or under 1.98 1.559 147
Total 2.15 1.676 587
Lack of knowledge of the best solutions Over70 3.19 1.916 141
Between 69-57 3.49 2.017 131
Between 42-46 3.62 2.099 168
41 or under 3.29 1.951 147
Total 3.40 2.003 587
Lack of time Over70 5.99 1.882 141
Between 69-57 5.31 2.208 131
Between 42-46 4.93 1.943 168
41 or under 4.37 2.104 147
Total 5.13 2.108 587
Difficulty finding a reputable installer Over70 3.74 1.786 141
Between 69-57 3.99 1.752 131
Between 42-46 4.14 1.994 168
41 or under 4.29 1.791 147
Total 4.05 1.848 587
Likely fuel savings too small Over70 3.43 1.708 141
Between 69-57 4.14 1.826 131
Between 42-46 3.92 1.862 168
41 or under 4.33 1.970 147
Total 3.95 1.871 587
Building not suitable Over70 5.11 2.372 141
Between 69-57 4.86 2.408 131
Between 42-46 4.92 2.400 168
41 or under 5.43 2.107 147
Total 5.08 2.329 587
Would spoil the character of the house Over70 6.19 1.760 141
Between 69-57 6.53 1.742 131
Between 42-46 6.17 1.982 168
41 or under 6.57 1.622 147
Total 6.36 1.795 587
Disruption caused by work caused by work Over70 5.82 1.969 141
Between 69-57 5.56 1.958 131
Between 42-46 5.82 2.022 168
41 or under 5.98 1.714 147
Total 5.80 1.922 587
Box's Test of Eauality of Covariance Matrices·
Box's M 196.102
F 1.772
df1 108
df2 716237.085
SiQ. .000
Tests the null hypothesisthat the observedcovariancematricesof the dependentvariablesare ecuat acrossorouos.
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I a. Design: Intercept + Age groups
Multivariate Tests"
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error df Sig. Partial Eta
df S_g_uared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .989 6260.5253 8.000 576.000 .000 .989
Wilks' Lambda .011 6260.5253 8.000 576.000 .000 .989
Hotelling's Trace 86.952 6260.5253 8.000 576.000 .000 .989
Roy's t.arcest Root 86.952 6260.5253 8.000 576.000 .000 .989
Age Pillai's Trace .158 4.018 24.000 1734.000 .000 .053
groups Wilks' Lambda .846 4.127 24.000 1671.176 .000 .054
Hotelling's Trace .177 4.232 24.000 1724.000 .000 .056
Roy's Largest Root .144 10.415u 8.000 578.000 .000 .126
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
c. Desiqn: Intercept + Age groups 1
Levene's Test of EqualJ!y of Error VariancesG
F df1 df2 Sig.
Too expensive 1.923 3 583 .125
Lack of knowledge of the best solutions 1.423 3 583 .235
Lack of time 2.288 3 583 .078
Difficulty findinq a reputable installer 3.108 3 583 .026
Likely fuel savings too small 1.606 3 583 .187
Building not suitable 3.594 3 583 .014
Would spoil the character of the house 3.621 3 583 .013
Disruption caused by work 3.197 3 583 .023
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the deQendent variable is equal across groups.
a. Desiqn: Intercept + age
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum df Mean F Sig. Partial
of Squares Square Eta
Squared
Corrected Too expensive 8.3303 3 2.777 .988 .398 .005
Model Lack of knowledge of the best 17.130D 3 5.710 1.426 .234 .007
solutions
Lack of time 197.701c 3 65.900 15.965 .000 .076
Difficulty in finding a reputable 23.493u 3 7.831 2.308 .076 .012
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 64.4136 3 21.471 6.299 .000 .031
Building not suitable 28.312 3 9.437 1.746 .156 .009
Would spoil the character of the 20.1069 3 6.702 2.091 .100 .011
house
Disruption caused by work 12.607 3 4.202 1.138 .333 .006
Intercept Too expensive 2703.707 1 2703.70 962.38 .000 .623
7 4
Lack of knowledge of the best 6715.460 1 6715.46 1677.2 .000 .742
solutions 0 96
Lack of time 15441.753 1 15441.7 3740.9 .000 .865
53 91
Difficulty in finding a reputable 9510.417 1 9510.41 2803.0 .000 .828
installer 7 16
Likely fuel savings too small 9091.186 1 9091.18 2667.2 .000 .821
6 11
Building not suitable 15025.324 1 15025.3 2780.0 .000 .827
24 61
Would spoil the character of the 23591.901 1 23591.9 7361.1 .000 .927
house 01 04
Disruption caused by work 19553.853 1 19553.8 5296.1 .000 .901
53 94
Age Too expensive 8.330 3 2.777 .988 .398 .005
groups Lack of knowledge of the best 17.130 3 5.710 1.426 .234 .007
solutions
Lack of time 197.701 3 65.900 15.965 .000 .076
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Difficulty in finding a reputable 23.493 3 7.831 2.308 .076 .012
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 64.413 3 21.471 6.299 .000 .031
Building not suitable 28.312 3 9.437 1.746 .156 .009
Would spoil the character of the 20.106 3 6.702 2.091 .100 .011
house
Disruption caused bv work 12.607 3 4.202 1.138 .333 .006
Error Too expensive 1637.871 583 2.809
Lack of knowledge of the best 2334.182 583 4.004
solutions
Lack of time 2406.459 583 4.128
Difficulty in finding a reputable 1978.074 583 3.393
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 1987.155 583 3.408
Building not suitable 3150.925 583 5.405
Would spoil the character of the 1868.480 583 3.205
house
Disruption caused by work 2152.470 583 3.692
Total Too expensive 4368.000 587
Lack of knowledge of the best 9152.000 587
solutions
Lack of time 18049.000 587
Difficulty in finding a reputable 11627.000 587
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 11213.000 587
Building not suitable 18328.000 587
Would spoil the character of the 25603.000 587
house
Disruption caused by work 21928.000 587
Corrected Too expensive 1646.201 586
Total Lack of knowledge of the best 2351.312 586
solutions
Lack of time 2604.160 586
Difficulty in finding a reputable 2001.567 586
installer
Likely fuel savings too small 2051.567 586
Building not suitable 3179.237 586
Would spoil the character of the 1888.586 586
house
Disruption caused by work 2165.077 586
a. R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R Squared = .000)
b. R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared - .002)
c. R Squared - .076 (Adiusted R Squared - .071)
d. R Squared = .012 (Adjusted R Squared = .007)
e. R Squared = .031 (Adjusted R Squared - .026)
f. R Squared = .009 (Adjusted R Squared - .004)
g. R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .006)
h. R Squared - .006 (Adiusted R Squared - .001)
Estimated argma eans
Age (Binned)
Dependent Variable Age (Binned) 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
Too expensive 1 Over 70 2.319 .141 2.042 2.596
2 Between 57-69 2.160 .146 1.873 2.448
3 Between 42-56 2.161 .129 1.907 2.415
441 or under 1.980 .138 1.708 2.251
Lack of knowledge of 1 Over 70 3.191 .169 2.861 3.522
the best solutions 2 Between 57-69 3.489 .175 3.145 3.832
3 Between 42-56 3.619 .154 3.316 3.922
441 or under 3.286 .165 2.962 3.610
Lack of time 1 Over 70 5.986 .171 5.650 6.322
2 Between 57-69 5.305 .178 4.957 5.654
3 Between 42-56 4.935 .157 4.627 5.242
M 1M
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441 or under 4.374 .168 4.045 4.703
Difficulty in finding a 1 Over 70 3.745 .155 3.440 4.049
reputable installer 2 Between 57-69 3.992 .161 3.676 4.308
3 Between 42-56 4.137 .142 3.858 4.416
441 or under 4.293 .152 3.994 4.591
Likely fuel savings too 1 Over 70 3.426 .155 3.120 3.731
small 2 Between 57-69 4.137 .161 3.821 4.454
3 Between 42-56 3.917 .142 3.637 4.196
441 or under 4.327 .152 4.027 4.626
Building not suitable 1 Over 70 5.106 .196 4.722 5.491
2 Between 57-69 4.863 .203 4.464 5.262
3 Between 42-56 4.923 .179 4.570 5.275
441 or under 5.429 .192 5.052 5.805
Would spoil the 1 Over 70 6.191 .151 5.895 6.488
character of the house 2 Between 57-69 6.527 .156 6.220 6.834
3 Between 42-56 6.173 .138 5.901 6.444
441 or under 6.571 .148 6.281 6.861
Disruption caused by 1 Over 70 5.823 .162 5.505 6.141
work 2 Between 57-69 5.557 .168 5.228 5.887
3 Between 42-56 5.821 .148 5.530 6.113
441 or under 5.980 .158 5.668 6.291
Kendall's tau_b nonparametric correlations for circumstances (Question A4) and gender (Question 010)
and age (Question 011)
Correlations
Gender Age (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b Extending house Correlation Coefficient .060 -.067
Sig. (2-tailed) .088 .039
N 604 587
Converting loft Correlation Coefficient .037 -.055
SiQ. (2-tailed) .289 .087
N 615 596
Moving into new Correlation Coefficient -.033 -.118
property Sig. (2-tailed) .350 .000
N 620 600
Replacing heating Correlation Coefficient .029 .081
system Sig. (2-tailed) .407 .011
N 651 631
Replacing appliances Correlation Coefficient -.030 .023
SiQ. (2-tailed) .391 .466
N 647 628
Rising energy costs Correlation Coefficient .026 .053
Sig. {2-tailed} .445 .099
N 668 647
Special offer/grant Correlation Coefficient -.028 .030
availability SiQ. (2-tailed) .414 .341
N 665 644
Friend's Correlation Coefficient -.047 .039
recommendation SiQ. (2-tailed) .190 .244
N 612 594
No special Correlation Coefficient .012 .072
circumstances SiQ. (2-tailed) .766 .050
N 537 522
", Correlation is siqnificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
MANOVA test for circumstances (Question A4) and gender (Question 010)
Between-Subjects Factors
Value Label N
Gender 1 male 242
2 female 256
Mean Std. Deviation
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Extending house 1 male 5.42 2.440 242
2 female 5.76 2.494 256
Total 5.59 2.472 498
Converting loft 1 male 5.34 2.419 242
2 female 5.52 2.294 256
Total 5.43 2.355 498
Moving into new property 1 male 5.89 2.410 242
2 female 5.75 2.442 256
Total 5.82 2.425 498
Replacing heating system 1 male 3.46 1.935 242
2female 3.72 2.120 256
Total 3.59 2.034 498
Replacing appliances 1 male 3.93 2.001 242
2 female 3.93 2.037 256
Total 3.93 2.017 498
Rising energy costs 1 male 2.82 1.801 242
2female 2.96 1.809 256
Total 2.89 1.805 498
Special offer/grant avaHabHIty 1 male 3.13 2.210 242
2fema1e 3.11 2.127 256
Total 3.12 2.166 498
Friend's recommendation 1 male 6.75 1.959 242
2female 6.68 1.926 256
Total 6.71 1.941 498
No special circumstances 1 male 7.41 2.513 242
2fema1e 7.S7 2.291 256
Total 7.49 2.401 498
BoX-a Test of E...... tty of eov.rt.nce 1IIItrIces-
Box's M 45.506
F .992
df1 45
df2 802996.542
Sig. .487
Tests the null . that the obserYed covariance rnaIric:es 01the variables are eauaI acroea arouDB.
a. Design: Intercept + Gender
lIulllYariate T.... •
Effect Value F Hypothesis Enordf Sig. PartIal Eta
cif ~
Intercept PiUars Trace .988 4384.254- 9.000 488.000 .000 .988
Wilks' Lambda .012 4384.254- 9.000 488.000 .000 .988
HoteHlng's Trace 80.857 4384.254- 9.000 488.000 .000 .988
Ray's Largest Root 80.857 4384.254- 9.000 488.000 .000 .988
Gender Pllai's Trace .019 1.059" 9.000 488.000 .392 .019
Wilks' Lambda .981 1.059"' 9.000 488.000 .392 .019
HotaIIlng's Trace .020 1.059" 9.000 488.000 .392 .019
Rov's Laraest Root .020 1.05_9"' 9.000 488.000 .392 .019
a.Exact statistic
b. Design: I...... , + Gender
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T.... of aetween-8ubjec:ts Err.cts
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta
of Squares Square SQuared
Corrected Extending house 14.752" 1 14.752 2.422 .120 .005
Model Converting loft 4.061u 1 4.061 .732 .393 .001
Moving into new 2.520'" 1 2.520 .428 .513 .001
Replacing heating 8.149" 1 8.149 1.974 .161 .004
syStem
Replacing appliances .008- 1 .008 .002 .964 .000
Rising enerav costs 2.398 1 2.398 .736 .391 .001
Special offer/grant .06411 1 .064 .014 .907 .000
availability
Friend's .652" 1 .652 .173 .678 .000
recommendation
No special 3.079' 1 3.079 .534 .465 .001
circumstances
Intercept Extending house 15546.680 1 15546.680 2552.25 .000 .837
3
Converting loft 14667.483 1 14667.483 2643.44 .000 .842
5
Moving into new 16839.267 1 16839.267 2859.89 .000 .852
5
Replacing heating 6415.988 1 6415.988 1553.93 .000 .758
syStem 6
Replacing appliances 7684.827 1 7684.827 1884.60 .000 .792
5
Rising energy costs 4149.177 1 4149.177 1273.09 .000 .720
4
Special offer/grant 4833.919 1 4833.919 1028.50 .000 .675
availability 2
Friend's 22443.543 1 22443.543 5950.20 .000 .923
recommendation 9
No special 27898.990 1 27898.990 4836.10 .000 .907
circumstances 8
Gender Extendlna house 14.752 1 14.752 2.422 .120 .005
Converting loft 4.061 1 4.061 .732 .393 .001
Moving Into new 2.520 1 2.520 .428 .513 .001
Replacing heating 8.149 1 8.149 1.974 .161 .004
SYStem
Replacing appliances .008 1 .008 .002 .964 .000
Rising energy costs 2.398 1 2.398 .736 .391 .001
Special offer/grant .064 1 .064 .014 .907 .000
ava.ability
Friend's .652 1 .652 .173 .678 .000
recommendation
No special 3.079 1 3.079 .534 .465 .001
circumstances
Enor Extendina house 3021.312 496 6.091
Converting loft 2752.117 496 5.549
MovIng into new 2920.484 496 5.888
....UVV"y
Replacing heating 2047.915 496 4.129
system
ReDlacina appliances 2022.532 496 4.078
RIsIng energy costs 1616.527 496 3.259
Special offarIgrant 2331.181 496 4.700
avalabillty
Friend's 1870.858 496 3.772
recommendation
No special 2881.371 496 5.789
circumstances
Total Extending house 18622.000 498
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Convertina loft 17449.000 498
Moving into new 19764.000 498
property
Replacing heating 8490.000 498
syStem
Replacing appliances 9713.000 498
Risina enerav costs 5777.000 498
Special offer/grant 7168.000 498
availability
Friend's 24326.000 498
recommendation
No special 30802.000 498
circumstances
Corrected Extending house 3036.064 497
Total Converting loft 2756.179 497
Moving into new 2923.004 497
Replacing heating 2056.064 497
system
Replacina appliances 2022.540 497
Rising energy costs 1618.926 497
Special offer/grant 2331.245 497
availability
Friend's 1871.510 497
recommendation
No special 2864.450 497
circumstances
a. R Sauared = .005 (Adjusted R SQuared = .003)
b. R Sauared = .001 Adlusted R SQuared = -.001)
c. R SQuared = .001 Adjusted R SQuared = -.001)
d. R Squared = .004 Adjusted R Q... ....- = .002)
e. R Squared = .000 Adlusted R ~1ArDIi = -.002)
f. R Squared = .001 (Adlusted R .., = -.001)
g. R Sauared = .000 (AdIUsted R ~,,,....t = -.002)
h. R Sauared = .000 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.002)
i. R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.001)
Estimated Marginal ......
Gender
Dependent Variable Gender 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Enor LowerBoood Uooer Bound
Extending house 1 male 5.417 .159 5.106 5.729
2fema1e 5.762 .154 5.459 8.065
Converting loft 1 male 5.339 .151 5.041 5.838
2fema1e 5.520 .147 5.230 5.809
Moving into new property 1 male 5.888 .158 5.582 8.195
2fema1e 5.748 .152 5.448 8.044
Replacing heating system 1male 3.483 .131 3.206 3.719
2fema1e 3.719 .127 3.489 3.968
Replacing appliances 1male 3.934 .130 3.879 4.189
2fema1e 3.926 .126 3.878 4.174
Rising energy costs 1 male 2.818 .118 2.590 3.048
2fema1e 2.957 .113 2.735 3.179
Special offer/grant 1 male 3.128 .139 2.854 3.402
availability 2fema1e 3.105 .135 2.839 3.372
Friend's recommendation 1 male 6.752 .125 6.507 6.997
2fema1e 6.680 .121 6.441 6.918
No special circumstances 1male 7.409 .154 7.106 7.712
2fema1e 7.566 .150 7.271 7.881
N
213
Appendix 0
2 Between 57-69 118
3 Between 42-56 134
4 41 or under 124
DescrlptM StatIstIca
Aaa (Binned) Mean Std. Deviation N
Extending house 10ver70 6.16 2.551 108
2 Between 57-69 5.64 2.409 118
3 Between 42-56 5.03 2.641 134
4410runder 5.63 2.232 124
Total 5.58 2.490 484
Converting loft 10ver70 5.70 2.373 108
2 Between 57-69 5.72 2.305 118
3 Between 42-56 5.16 2.484 134
4410runder 5.18 2.216 124
Total 5.42 2.357 484
Moving into new 1Over70 6.21 2.565 108
property 2 Between 57-69 6.01 2.236 118
3 Between 42-56 5.87 2.517 134
4410runder 5.27 2.313 124
Total 5.83 2.429 484
Replacing heating 1Over70 3.44 2.043 108
system 2 Between 57-69 3.38 1.982 118
3 Between 42-56 3.90 2.167 134
4410runder 3.64 1.939 124
Total 3.60 2.042 484
Replacing appliances 10ver70 4.00 1.967 108
2 Between 57-69 3.65 1.883 118
3 Between 42-56 4.04 2.059 134
4410runder 4.02 2.154 124
Total 3.93 2.023 484
Rising energy costs 10ver70 2.73 1.672 108
2 Between 57-69 2.83 1.794 118
3 Between 42-56 3.01 1.908 134
4410runder 3.05 1.856 124
Total 2.92 1.815 484
Special offer/grant 10ver70 3.04 2.279 108
avaUability 2 Between 57-69 2.98 2.013 118
3 Between 42-56 3.21 2.135 134
4410runder 3.19 2.250 124
Total 3.11 2.165 484
Friend's 10ver70 6.48 1.916 108
recommendation 2 Between 57-69 6.75 1.921 118
3 Between 42-56 6.91 1.849 134
4410runder 6.65 2.045 124
Total 6.70 1.934 484
No special 10ver70 7.32 2.095 108
circumstances 2 Between 57-69 7.44 2.584 118
3 Between 42-56 7.63 2.442 134
4410runder 7.45 2.529 124
Total 7.47 2.423 484
BoX-sT... of 01eov.t.nce .......
Box'sM 199.789
F 1.431
df1 135
dfl 484247.854
Sia. .001
Tests the nul that the obeeIved covariInle IIIIIIIraa dlie "...... ........ ~CiRiUDa.
a. Desian: I +Aoearoups
Mu...... T.... •
HypaIh •• 111 elf Enorelf SIg. PartIal Eta
Squared
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Intercept Pillai's Trace .988 4159.663- 9.000 472.000 .000 .988
Wilks' Lambda .012 4159.663- 9.000 472.000 .000 .988
Hotelling's Trace 79.316 4159.663- 9.000 472.000 .000 .988
ROY'sLamest Root 79.316 4159.663- 9.000 472.000 .000 .988
Age Pillai's Trace .076 1.369 27.000 1422.000 .099 .025
groups Wilks' Lambda .926 1.369 27.000 1379.126 .099 .025
Hotelling's Trace .079 1.369 27.000 1412.000 .099 .026
ROY'sLargest Root .043 2.241D 9.000 474.000 .019 .041
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that Yields a lower bound on the significance level.
c. Design: Intercept + 011
Levene's Test of E..... 11tyof Error V.-IIInces-
F df1 df2 Sig.
Extending house 1.819 3 480 .143
Converting loft .975 3 480 .404
Moving into new 1.744 3 480 .157
ReDlacing heating system .457 3 480 .712
ReDlacing appliances 1.643 3 480 .179
Rising energy costs .285 3 480 .836
Soecial offer/grant availability .598 3 480 .617
Friend's recommendation 1.157 3 480 .326
No special circumstances 1.295 3 480 .276
Tests the null hunnttu.c.is that the error variance of the dependent variable is eaual across groups.
a. Design: Intercept +Age
Error
Dependent Variable
Corrected
Model
Intercept
groups
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No soecial circumstances 2830.795 480 5.897
Total Extendina house 18089.000 484
Converting loft 16921.000 484
Moving into new 19280.000 484
Replacina heatina svstem 8298.000 484
Replacing aDDIiances 9466.000 484
Rising enerav costs 5705.000 484
Special offer/arant availability 6943.000 484
Friend's recommendation 23563.000 484
No special circumstances 29837.000 484
Corrected Extending house 2993.527 483
Total Converting loft 2684.171 483
Moving into new 2849.421 483
Replacina heatina svstern 2013.835 483
Replacina appliances 1975.884 483
Rising energy costs 1591.527 483
Special offer/arant availability 2283.196 483
Friend's recommendation 1806.750 483
No special circumstances 2836.535 483
a. R Sauared = .026 (Adjusted R Sauared = .020)
b. R Sauared = .013 (Adiusted R Sauared = .007)
c. R Sauared = .021 (Adjusted R Sauared = .015)
d. R Sauared = .010 (Adjusted R = .004)
e. R Sauared = .006 (Adlusted R Sauared = .000)
f. R Sauared = .005 (Adjusted R Sauared = -.001)
a. R Sauared = .002 (Adlusted R Sauared = -.004)
h. R-Sauared = .007 (Adiusted R Sauared = .001)
i.R Sauared = .002 (Adjusted R Sauared = -.004)
Moving into new
property
system
Rising energy costs
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441 or under 6.645 .174 6.304 6.986
No special 1 Over 70 7.324 .234 6.865 7.783
circumstances 2 Between 57-69 7.441 .224 7.001 7.880
3 Between 42-56 7.627 .210 7.215 8.039
441 or under 7.452 .218 7.023 7.880
Kendal/'s tau_b nonparametric correlations for motivators (Question AS) and gender (Question 010) and
Age (Question 011)
Correlations
Gender ~e(Binned)
Kendall's tau_b To reduce the amount Correlation Coefficient -.043 .026
of harmful emissions Sig. (2-tailed) .216 .416
N 692 669
To save money on fuel Correlation Coefficient .069 -.011
bills Sig. (2-tailed)_ .058 .743
N 708 684
To preserve finite fuel Correlation Coefficient -.051 .056
resources Sig. (2-tailed) .145 .083
N 684 664
To improve saleability Correlation Coefficient .098 .014
of my home Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .662
N 683 661
To comply with building Correlation Coefficient -.024 .073
regulations Sig. (2-tailed) .512 .032
N 672 651
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
MANOVA test for motivators (Question AS) and gender (Question 010)
Between-Sublects Factors
Value Label N
Gender 1 male 317
2 female 352
Descrmtive Statistics
Gender Mean Std. Deviation N
To preserve finite fuel 1 male 2.91 1.010 317
resources 2 female 2.75 1.038 352
Total 2.83 1.027 669
To improve saleability 1 male 3.46 1.101 317
of my home 2 female 3.69 1.070 352
Total 3.58 1.090 669
To comply with building 1 male 4.39 1.024 317
regulations 2 female 4.32 1.092 352
Total 4.35 1.060 669
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices·
Box's M 3.628
F .602
df1 6
df2 3130541.474
Siq. .729
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the d~ndent variables are ~uat acrossJrol!Q.s.
a. Design: Intercept + Gender
Multivariate Tests"
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error df Sig. Partial Eta
df S_g_uared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .972 7761.868a 3.000 665.000 .000 .972
Wilks' lambda .028 7761.868a 3.000 665.000 .000 .972
Hotelling's Trace 35.016 7761.868a 3.000 665.000 .000 .972
Roy's largest Root 35.016 7761.868a 3.000 665.000 .000 .972
Gender Pillai's Trace .016 3.7138 3.000 665.000 .011 .016
Wilks' lambda .984 3.7134 3.000 665.000 .011 .016
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I Hotelling's Trace I .017 I 3.713" I 3.000 I 665.000 .011 .016
I Roy's Largest Root I .017 I 3.713" I 3.000 I 665.000 .011 .016
a.Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept + Gender
Levene's Test of EqualitY- of Error Variances·
F df1 df2 Sic.
To preserve finite fuel resources 2.097 1 667 .148
To improve saleability of my home 3.826 1 667 .051
To comply with building regulations 1.143 1 667 .285
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Gender
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum df Mean F Sig. PartialEta
of Squares Square Squared
Corrected To preservefinite fuel resources 4.191" 1 4.191 3.992 .046 .006
Model To improve saleability of my home 8.590D 1 8.590 7.304 .007 .011
To complywith buildingregulations .813c 1 .813 .724 .395 .001
Intercept To preserve finite fuel resources 5340.490 1 5340.490 5086.203 .000 .884
To improve saleability of my home 8522.228 1 8522.228 7246.884 .000 .916
To complywith buildingregulations 12642.487 1 12642.487 11248.814 .000 .944
Gender To preserve finite fuel resources 4.191 1 4.191 3.992 .046 .006
To improve saleability of my home 8.590 1 8.590 7.304 .007 .011
To complywith buildingregulations .813 1 .813 .724 .395 .001
Error To preserve finite fuel resources 700.347 667 1.050
To improve saleability of my home 784.382 667 1.176
To complywith buildingregulations 749.638 667 1.124
Total To preserve finite fuel resources 6044.000 669
To improve saleability of my home 9367.000 669
To complywith buildingregulations 13417.000 669
Corrected To preserve finite fuel resources 704.538 668
Total To improve saleabililv of mv home 792.972 668
To complywith buildingregulations 750.451 668
a. R Squared = .006 (Adjusted R Squared = .004
b. R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .009)
c. R Squared - .001 (Adjusted R Squared - .000)
Estimated Marginal Means
Gender
Dependent Variable Gender 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Uooer Bound
To preserve finite fuel resources 1 male 2.909 .058 2.796 3.022
2 female 2.750 .055 2.643 2.857
To improve saleability of my home 1 male 3.461 .061 3.341 3.580
2 female 3.688 .058 3.574 3.801
To comply with building regulations 1 male 4.388 .060 4.271 4.505
2 female 4.318 .057 4.207 4.429
ANOVA test for motivators (Question AS) and gender (Question D10)
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sic.
To reduce the amount of harmful emissions 6.027 1 690 .014
To save money on fuel bills 9.987 1 706 .002
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square
To reduce the amount of harmful Between Groups 2.551 1 2.551
emissions Within Groups 802.698 690 1.163
Total 805.249 691
To save money on fuel bills Between Grouns 2.796 1 2.796
Within Groups 488.933 706 .693
Total 491.729 707
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ANOYA
F SiQ.
To reduce the amount of harmful emissions Between Groups 2.193 .139
To save money on fuel bills Between Groups 4.037 .045
Robust Tests of EIIU8IIty of "'ns
StatIstIc- df1 df2 SJg,
To reduce the amount of Welch 2.171 1 663.459 .141
harmful emissions Brown-Forsvthe 2.171 1 663.459 .141
To save money on fuel bills Welch 4.093 1 704.476 .043
Brown-Forsvthe 4.093 1 704.476 .043
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
TheChl-sQua ... fast of" for motIvafoIs (QuestIon A~ and____ mOl_
Cae Processing Summary
Cases
Valid MIssj!1_g_ Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Reduce emissions • 692 96.0% 29 4.0% 721 100.0%
Gender
Save money • Gender 708 98.2"- 13 1.8% 721 100.0%
To reduce the amount 0'hannful emissions • Gender
Crout.b
Gender
1 male 2f8ma1e Total
To reduce the 1 Count 90 104 194
amount of harmful % within Reduce emisaIons 46.4% 53.6% 100.0%
emissions % within Gender 27.6% 28.4% 28.0%
% of Total 13.0% 15.0% 28.0%
2 Count 111 138 249
% within Reduce emissions 44.6"- 55.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 34.0% 37.7% 36.0%
% of Total 16.0% 19.9% 36.0%
3 Count 72 87 159
% within Reduce emissions 45.3" 54.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 22.1" 23.8% 23.0%
%ofTotal 10.4% 12.6% 23.0%
4 Count 39 24 63
% within Reduce emissions 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 12.0% 6.6% 9.1"
% ofTotai 5.6"- 3.5% 9.1%
5 Count 14 13 27
% within Reduce emissions 51.9% 46.1" 100.0%
% within Gender 4.3% 3.6% 3.9%
%ofTotai 2.0% 1.9% 3.9%
Total Count 326 366 692
% within Reduce emissions 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
Chl_ ..... T....
Value df ~2-e1ded)
Pearson ChH)auara 6.6~ 4 .154
Likelihood Ratio 6.691 4 .153
Llnear~1near Association 2.189 1 .139
N of Valid Cases 692
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 12.72.
Appro!. SIp.I-~-
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7i fuel bill * Gendero save monevon s
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
To save 1 Count 249 252 501
money on % within Save money 49.7% 50.3% 100.0%
fuel bills % within Gender 73.9% 67.9% 70.8%
%ofTotal 35.2% 35.6% 70.8%
2 Count 55 67 122
% within Save money 45.1% 54.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 16.3% 18.1% 17.2%
%ofTotal 7.8% 9.5% 17.2%
3 Count 26 36 62
% within Save money 41.9% 58.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 7.7% 9.7% 8.8%
% of Total 3.7% 5.1% 8.8%
4 Count 3 11 14
% within Save money 21.4% 78.6% 100.0%
% within Gender .9% 3.0% 2.0%
%ofTotal .4% 1.6% 2.0%
5 Count 4 5 9
% within Save money 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 1.2% 1.3% 1.3%
%ofTotal .6% .7% 1.3%
Total Count 337 371 708
% within Save money 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvrno. 810. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 5.875"' 4 .209
Likelihood RatIo 6.158 4 .188
Llnear-by-Linear Association 4.020 1 .045
N of Valid Cases 708
8. 2 cells (20.0%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 4.28.
JlANOVA test for moflnCors (QuestIon AS) Md _ Of1)
FKtors
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 0ver70 173
2 Between 57-es 151
3 Between 42-58 178
4 41 or under 154
...... c.
hJe(Blmed) Mean Std. DevIatIon N
To reduce the amount 10ver70 2.21 1.043 173
of hannful emissions 2 Between 57.. 2.28 1.153 151
3 Between 42-58 2.37 1.093 118
4 41 or under 2.23 1.032 154
Total 2.27 1.079 656
To preserve finite fuel 10ver10 2.10 1.018 173
resources 2 Between 57.. 2.81 1.003 151
3 Between 42-58 2.84 1.138 118
4 41 or under 2.89 .933 154
Total 2.81 1.029 656
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To improve saleability 10ver70 3.57 1.122 173
of my home 2 Between 57-69 3.64 1.110 151
3Between 42-56 3.46 1.125 178
4410runder 3.68 .995 154
Total 3.58 1.092 656
Box's T_t of Eaualltv of Cov.nance 1Iatrtces·
Box's M 20.846
F 1.148
df1 18
dfl 1444114.066
Sia. .296
Tests the null . that the observed covariance matrices dthe variables are eauallICRJ88 arouDS.
a. Design: Interceot + Aaa arouDS
Multivariate Tests"
Effect Value F Hypothesis Enordf Sig. Partial Eta
df Sauared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .971 7166.230"' 3.000 650.000 .000 .971
Wilks' Lambda .029 7166.230· 3.000 650.000 .000 .971
Hotellina's Trace 33.075 7166.2ao- 3.000 650.000 .000 .971
Roy's Lamest Root 33.075 7166.2ao- 3.000 650.000 .000 .971
Age Pillai's Trace .013 .976 9.000 1956.000 .458 .004
groups Wilks' Lambda .987 .975 9.000 1582.080 .459 .004
Hotellina's Trace .014 .974 9.000 1946.000 .460 .004
Roy's Largest Root .009 1.973w 3.000 652.000 .117 .009
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an UDoerbound on F that Yields a lower bound on the level.
c. Deslan: Interceot + HIe arouDS
l..ewne's Test of ECIUIIIItv of Error V....... •
F df1 ctr2 Slo.
To reduce the amount of harmful emissions .913 3 652 .434
To oreserve finite fuel resources 2.481 3 652 .060
To imorove saleablitv of my home 2.601 3 652 .051
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the variable Is equal aaosa GIQUDS.
a. Deskin: Interceot + ADe arouos
Source
Corrected
Model
Intercept
Total
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To preserve finite fuel resources 5866.000 656
To improve saleability of my 9193.000 656
home
Corrected To reduce the amount of harmful 763.242 655
Total emissions
To preserve finite fuel resources 693.799 655
To improve saleability of my 781.718 655
home
a. R SQuared = .003 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.001)
b. R SQuared = .005 (Adjusted R SQuared = .000)
c. R SQuared = .000{Adjusted R SQuared = .002)
estimated Marginal ean
Age (BInned)
Dependent Variable Age (Binned) 95% ConfIdence Interval
Mean Std. Enor Lower Bound l,lp_per Bound
To reduce the amount 10ver70 2.214 .082 2.053 2.375
of hannful emissions 2 Between 57-69 2.265 .088 2.092 2.438
3 Between 42-56 2.365 .081 2.206 2.524
4410runder 2.227 .087 2.056 2.398
To preserve finite fuel 10ver70 2.699 .078 2.546 2.853
resources 2 Between 57-69 2.815 .084 2.650 2.979
3 Between 42-56 2.837 .on 2.686 2.989
4410runder 2.890 .083 2.727 3.052
To improve saleability 1Over70 3.572 .083 3.409 3.735
of my home 2 Between 57-69 3.636 .089 3.461 3.810
3 Between 42-56 3.455 .082 3.294 3.616
4410runder 3.682 .088 3.509 3.855
M
ANOVA test for motintors (Question AS) and.". -- O11J
o.crtDIMs
N Mean Std. DevIatIon Std. Error
To save money on 10ver70 185 1.43 .818 .060
fuel bills 2 Between 57-69 158 1.58 .923 .074
3 Belween 42-56 187 1.41 .793 .058
4410runder 156 1.42 .795 .064
Total 684 1.45 .833 .032
To comply with 10ver70 170 4.27 1.114 .085
building 2 Between 57-69 151 4.29 1.111 .090
regulations 3 Between 42-56 176 4.30 1.124 .085
4410runder 154 4.51 .923 .074
Total 651 4.34 1.076 .042
95% Conftdence Interval for
Mean
LowarBound UDoerBound MInmum MaxImum
To save money on 10ver70 1.31 1.55 1 5
fuel biOs 2 Between 57-69 1.43 1.72 1 5
3 Between 42-56 1.29 1.52 1 5
4410runder 1.30 1.55 1 5
Total 1.39 1.52 1 5
To comply with 10ver70 4.10 4.44 1 5
building 2 Between 57-69 4.11 4.47 1 5
regulations 3 Between 42-56 4.13 4.47 1 5
4410runder 4.37 4.88 1 5
Total 4.26 4.42 1 5
T... 01 filly .......
Levene StalIsIIc df1 dt2 SIg.
To save money on fuel bils 3.185 3 680 .023
To comply with building regulations 3.126 3 647 .025
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ANOYA
Sum of SQuaas df Mean Square F Slo.
To save money on Between Groups 3.064 3 1.021 1.476 .220
fuel bills Within GrouDS 470.531 680 .692
Total 473.595 683
To comply with Between Groups 6.049 3 2.016 1.748 .156
building regulations Within GrouDS 746.246 647 1.153
Total 752.295 650
Robust T.... of Equality of Means
Statistic- df1 dI2 Slo.
To save money on fuel Welch 1.272 3 370.454 .284
bills Brown-Forsythe 1.464 3 648.255 .223
To comply with building Welch 2.118 3 357.418 .098
regulations Brown-Forsythe 1.760 3 635.649 .154
8. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc T....
Multiple AS
TukevHSD
Dependent (I) AIJe (Binned) (J) Age (Binned)
Variable Mean DIfference (hi) Std. Enor
To save money on 10ver70 2 Between 57-69 -.150 .090
fuel bills 3 Between 42-56 .021 .086
4410runder .004 .090
2 Between 57-69 10ver70 .150 .090
3 Between 42-56 .171 .090
4410runder .154 .094
3 Between 42-56 10ver70 -.021 .086
2 Between 57-69 -.171 .090
4410runder -.017 .090
4410runder 10ver70 -.004 .090
2 Between 57-69 -.154 .094
3 Between 42-58 .017 .090
To comply with 10ver70 2 Between 57-69 -.021 .120
building 3 Between 42-58 -.031 .115
regulations 4410runder -.242 .119
2 Between 57-69 10ver70 .021 .120
3 Between 42-58 -.010 .119
4410runder -.222 .123
3 Between 42-56 10ver70 .031 .115
2 Between 57-69 .010 .119
4410runder -.212 .119
4410runder 10ver70 .242 .119
2 Between 57-69 .222 .123
3 Between 42-58 .212 .119
Multi.
TukevHSD
Dependent (I) AIJe (Binned) (J) Age (BInned) 99.4% Conftdence Interval
Variable Sa. LowarBound
To save money on 10ver70 2 Between 57-69 .347 -.45
fuel bIDs 3 Between 42-58 .995 -.26
4410runder 1.000 -.29
2 Between 57-69 10ver70 .347 -.15
3 Between 42-58 .233 -.13
4410runder .360 -.16
3 Between 42-58 10ver70 .995 -.30
2Between57-69 .233 -.47
4410runder .998 -.31
4410runder 10ver70 1.000 -.30
2 Between 57.. .360 -.48
3 Between 42-58 .998 -.26
To comply with 10ver70 2 Between 57.. .998 -.41
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building 3 Between 42-56 .994 -.41
regulations 4410runder .178 -.63
2 Between 57-69 10ver70 .998 -.37
3 Between 42-56 1.000 -.40
4410runder .273 -.63
3 Between 42-56 1OVer70 .994 -.35
2 Between 57-69 1.000 -.38
4410runder .280 -.60
441 or under 10ver70 .178 -.15
2 Between 57-69 .273 -.18
3 Between 42-56 .280 -.18
MultiDie ComDarisons
TukeyHSO
Oependent (I) Age (Binned) (J) Age (Binned) 99.4% ConfIdence Interval
Variable Upper Bound
To save money on 10ver70 2 Between 57-69 .15
fuel bills 3 Between 42-56 .30
4410runder .30
2 Between 57-69 1OVer70 .45
3 Between 42-56 .47
4410runder .46
3 Between 42-56 10ver70 .26
2 Between 57-69 .13
441orunder' .28
4410runder 10Ver70 .29
2 Between 57-69 .16
3 Between 42-56 .31
To comply with 10ver70 2 Between 57-69 .37
building 3 Between 42-56 .35
regulations 4410runder .15
2 Between 57-69 10ver70 .41
3 Between 42-56 .38
4410rmeter .18
3 Between 42-56 10ver70 .41
2 Between 57-89 .40
4410rmeter .18
4410runder 10ver70 .63
2 Between 57-89 .63
3 Between 42-56 .60
Ho .Subsets
To...,. money on"'" billa
TukeyHSO·· ...
AQe (Binned) Sublet for 810M = 0.006
N 1
3 Between 42-56 187 1.41
4410runder 156 1.42
1 Qver70 185 1.43
2 Between 57-69 156 1.58
Sig. .234
Means for groupS in ,Ht subaets are d
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample SIze = 169.682.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean 01the group ... la ueed. Type I error lewis are not
auaranteed.
To willi
TukevHSO .....
Age (Binned) Subeet for IIIDha • 0.006
N 1
1OVer70 170 4.27
2 Between 57-69 151 4.29
3 Between 42-56 178 ".30
4410runder 154 ".51
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Sia. I I .1n
Means for groups in neous subsets are dlsolaved.
a. Uses Hannonic Mean Sample Size = 162.073.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not
auaranteed.
3 How many respondents participated In the selected programmes and what are
the potentially influencing factors?
Kendall's tau_b nonparametrlc COITfIIations ffK parlIclpatlon .... Inpt'OIJrMt_ (Queatlon 82) and
respondents' gender (Question D10) and age (Question 011)
Insulation and aDD/lances
CorrelatIon.
Gender AI;Je (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b Warm Front Correlation Coefficient .011 .102
Sia. (2-tai1ed) .761 .004
N 702 678
WHGH Correlation Coefficient .071 .096
Sia. (2-ta11ed) .060 .006
N 702 678
Coooon ConaIation CoeffIcIent -.018 -.055
Sig. (2-ta11ed) .636 .120
N 702 678
Eon insulation Correlation Coefficient .084 .026
Sig. (2-ta11ed} .026 .454
N 702 678
BG insulation CorrelatIon CoeIfIcIent .042 .096
Sig. (2-ta11ed) .263 .006
N 702 678
BGBS CorrelatIon CoeI'ficIent .040 .046
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .292 .191
N 702 678
Energy labelling of CorrelatIon CoetfIcIent -.074 -.039
White Goods Sig. (2-ta11ed) .050 .272
N 702 678
Council efts CorrelatIon CoeIficiant -.076 .081
Sig. (2-ta11ed) .045 .021
N 702 678
Suppliers efts Correlation CoeffIcIent -.019 .094
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .820 .007
N 702 878
-. ConaIation Is sianiflcant at the 0.01 level (2-ta1ed) .
•. Correlation Is significant at the 0.051eve1 (2-ta1ed).
Save
tau_b Ale
Convnlt2O%
Savers report
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N 702 678
Energy for Good Correlation CoefficIent .040 .046
Sig. C2-taMed) .292 .191
N 702 678
HEC report Correlation Coeflicient .013 .053
Sig. C2-ta1ed) .732 .134
N 702 678
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-ta1led).
Renewable enetJIY technolorw
CorreIdons
Property Age Property Type External Wall
Kendall's tau_b PV Correlation CoefficIent -.018 -.017 -.002
Sig. (2-taHed) .623 .633 .954
N 705 705 705
Clear Correlation CoefficIent -.039 .007 -.002
Skies Sig. (2-tailed) .280 .849 .954
N 705 705 705
lCBP Correlation CoefticIent -.020 .006 -.006
Sig. (2-tailed) .585 .868 .869
N 705 705 705
Kendall's tau_b nonparamelrlc coneIafiona "" paIfIcIpfIIIon ...... In ",.,.,._ (Quedon BIJMd
rMpondents' propeI'ty's age (QuestIon 03), prvper1ysr,pe (Qu_1Ioft DIJMd ptOpetfy's .,."., ""'"
(Question IU)
Insulation and "",,'ances DrOIII'8mnJeS
CorreIaIIons
Property Age Property Type ExtamaI Wall
Kendalrs Warm Front CorrelatIon Coef'IIcIent .030 .034 -.016
tau_b Sig. (2-ta1led) .401 .333 .662
N 705 705 705
WHGH Correlation CoefficIent .003 -.010 -.039
Sia. C2-talled) .931 .783 .291
N 705 705 705
Cocoon Correlation CoefIIcIent -.038 -.013 .000
SIg. (2-talled) .317 .718 .995
N 705 705 705
Eon insulation CorrelatIon CoefIIcIent .020 -.034 .032
SIg. (2-talled) .574 .328 .381
N 705 70s 705
BG insulation CorrelatIon CoafIIcIant -.003 .018 .013
Sig. (2-ta11ed) .935 .614 .728
N 705 705 705
BGBS CorrelatIon CoeIIIc:Ient .001 .040 -.029
SIg. (2-talled) .971 .252 .433
N 70s 705 70s
Energy labelling of CorrelatIon CoafIIcIant -.046 .014 -.060
WhIteGooda SIa. (2-ta11ed) .201 .680 .102
N 705 705 70s
Councl efts CorrelatIon Coef'IIcIent -.013 -.050 -.048
SIg. (2-1aIIed) .722 .158 .190
N 70s 705 705
Suppliers efts CorraIation CoeftIcIent -.025 .048 -.015
Sig. (2-talled) .478 .192 .887
N 705 705 70s
Advice and Education
CoInl .. a.
Property Age Property Type ExlamalWai
Kendalra Are You DoIng Your CorrelatIon CoeIIIc:Ient .101 -.024 .099
tau_b BIt? SIg. (2-ta11ed) .005 .494 .006
N 705 705 70s
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Commit20% Correlation Coefllcient .005 .018 .032
Sig. (2-tailed) .888 .617 .375
N 705 705 705
AdonC~ Correlation CoeffIcIent .005 -.072 .052
Sig. (2-ta1led) .885 .040 .152
N 705 705 705
Save Today Save Correlation CoefficIent .051 -.043 .067
Tomorrow Sig. (2-tailed) .155 .218 .066
N 705 705 705
Savers report Correlation Coefllcient .000 .018 .007
Sig. (2-tailed) .996 .607 .842
N 705 705 705
Energy for Good Correlation CoefIIcIent .001 .040 -.029
Sig. (2-tailed) .971 .252 .433
N 705 705 705
HEC report Correlation Coefficient .014 .017 .020
Sla. (2-tailed) .692 .630 .589
N 705 705 705
... Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-taled).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-ta11ed).
Renewable enenw 'DtOIIIWmmes
CorrelatIons
Gender AQe (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b PV Correlation CoeffIcIent .020 .022
Sig. (2-talled) .605 .523
N 702 678
Clear Skies CorrelatIon CoefIk:Ient -.009 -.010
Sig. (2-ta1led) .808 .781
N 702 678
LeBP CorrelatIon CoetfIcIent .067 .018
SIa. (2-ta1led) .on .606
N 702 678
TIre Chi-square test of Independence for ,.,uc". ........ ".,..,.,....... (Quedoft 82J ....,
,..pondents' ".,..,. (Question D10J, .... (QuesfIon D11J ...., er:oaomIc ....... (Quedon D12)
In.ulatlon and appliances
ea.. S
Cates
Valid Missina Total
N Percent N PM:ant N Percent
Warm Front * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Warm Front * AQe (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Warm Front * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
WHGH * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
WHGH * AQe (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
WHGH • Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Cocoon * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Cocoon * AQe (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Cocoon * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Eon Insulation * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Eon insulation * Aof! (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Eon Insulation • Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
BG Insulation • Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
BG insulation • AIII8 (BInned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
BGlnsulatlon·~IcStatus 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
BGBS * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
BGBS * ADa (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
BGBS * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Energy LabeUlng of While Goods • 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Gender
Energy LabeHlng of WhIle Goods • 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
AQe (Binned)
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Energy Labelling of White Goods • 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Economic Status
Council efts * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Council efts * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Council efts • Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
SUDDiIers efts * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
SUDpliers efts * Aae (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Suppliers efts * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Wann Front • Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Warm Front 1 yes Count 32 33 65
% within Wann Front 49.2% SO.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 9.6% 8.9% 9.3%
% of Total 4.6% 4.7% 9.3%
2no Count 301 336 637
% within Wann Front 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 90.4% 91.1% 90.7%
% ofTotal 42.9% 47.9% 90.7%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Wann Front 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value cif Asymp. SIg. Exact SIg. Exact SIg.
(2~) (2~-) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .093- 1 .761
Continuity Correctionu .030 1 .862
Likelihood Ratio .092 1 .761
Fisher's Exact Test .795 .430
Linear-by-Linear Association .092 1 .761
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mlnln.lm count Is 30.83.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
-.....
Value .a."'_"y SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .011 .761
Cramer's V .011 .761
N of Valid Cases 702
W.nn Front • Aae (Binned)
C.......,
/IIllf' (BInned)
1over70 2betlwen 3between 4410r Total
57 .. 42~ under
Warm Front 1 yes Count 26 15 12 9 62
% within W.-rn Front 41.9% 24.2% 19.4% 14.5% 100.~
% within NIte (BIMed) 14.2% 9.6% 6.5% 5.8% 9.1%
% of Total 3.8% 2.2% 1.8% 1.3% 9.1%
2no Count 157 142 172 145 616
% within W.-rn Front 25.5% 23.1% 27.9% 23.5% 100.0%
% within NIe (BImed) 85.8% 90.4% 93.5% 94.2% 90.9%
% of Total 23.2% 20.9% 25.4% 21.4% 90.9%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within W.-rn Front 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofToIaI 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
ChIS ... T....
Value cif Aaymp. S!a. (2~)
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Pearson Chi-Sauare 9.221- 3 .026
Likelihood Ratio 8.905 3 .031
Linear-by-Linear 8.397 1 .004
AssocIation
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exD9ded count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 14.08.
"'u...
Value 7UiDrox. SIO.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .117 .026
Cramer's V .117 .026
N of Valid Cases 678
Warm Front * Economic Status
Croaat.b
Economic Status
1 2 retired 3ather Total
Warm Front 1 yes Count 20 38 6 64
% within Warm Front 31.3% 59.4% 9.4% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 5.1% 14.6% 14.3% 9.2%
%ofTotal 2.9% 5.4% .9% 9.2%
200 Count 376 223 36 635
% within Warm Front 59.2% 35.1% 5.7% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 94.9% 85.4% 85.7% 90.8%
%ofTotal 53.8% 31.9% 5.2% 90.8%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Warm Front 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df AsvrnD. Sia. 12-eided\
Pearson Chi-Square 18.515- 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 18.497 2 .000
Linear-by-Linear 15.731 1 .000
Association
N of Valid Cases 699
a.1 cells (16.7%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count is 3.85 .
..........
Value ADorox.Ski.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .163 .000
Cramer's V .163 .000
N of Valid Cases 699
WHGH*Gender
Croaa.b
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
WHGH 1 yes Count 37 26 63
% within WHGH 58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 11.1% 7.0% 9.0%
%ofTotal 5.3% 3.7% 9.0%
200 Count 298 343 639
% within WHGH 48.3% 53.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 88.9% 93.0% 91.0%
%ofTotai 42.2% 48.9% 91.0%
Total Count 333 389 702
% within WHGH 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Value ~ I Aaymp. SIA. ExactSia.
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(2-slded) (2-s1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.541· 1 .060
Continuity CorrectionD 3.061 1 .080
Likelihood Ratio 3.544 1 .060
Fisher's Exact Test .065 .040
linear-by-Linear Association 3.536 1 .060
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is 29.88.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
Symmetric_u ...
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .071 .060
Cramer's V .071 .060
N of Valid Cases 702
WHGH * Age (BInned)
Croastab
AGe Binned)
1ovetr70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
WHGH 1 yes Count 21 20 14 6 61
% within WHGH 34.4% 32.8% 23.0% 9.8% 100.0%
% within A4e (Binned) 11.5% 12.7% 7.6% 3.9% 9.0%
%ofTotal 3.1% 2.9% 2.1% .9% 9.0%
2no Count 162 137 170 148 617
% within WHGH 26.3% 22.2"- 27.6% 24.0% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 88.5% 87.3% 92.4% 96.1% 91.0%
% of Total 23.9% 20.2"- 25.1% 21.8% 91.0%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within WHGH 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Ch T...
Value df AsvmP. Sig. (2.tded)
Pearson Ch~uare 9.~ 3 .025
Likelihood Ratio 10.234 3 .017
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIation 7.528 1 .006
N of Valid cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have ev......-t count less than 5. The minimum count la 13.86.
-.....
Value Annrmr. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .118 .025
Cramer's V .118 .025
N of Valid cases 678
WHGH * Economic SlIt....
Croastab
EcoIIOIIIIc Status
1 2 reIIrad 301her Total
WHGH 1 yes Count 28 34 1 63
% within WHGH 44.4% 54.0% 1.8% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 7.1% 13.0% 2.4% 9.0%
%ofTotaI 4.0% 4.9% .1% 9.0%
2no Count 388 227 41 836
% within WHGH 57.9% 35.7% 8.4% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 92.9% 87.0% 97.8% 91.0%
%ofTotal 52.8% 32.5% 5.9% 91.0%
Total Count 398 281 42 699
% within WHGH 58.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
% within EconomIc Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 58.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
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Chl-8a .... T....
Value df AsvmD. Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 9.20T 2 .010
Likelihood Ratio 9.625 2 .008
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.133 1 .287
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum a count is 3.79 .
.... u...
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .115 .010
Cramer's V .115 .010
N of Valid Cases 699
Coeoon *Gender
Croest.b
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Cocoon 1 yes Count 4 6 10
% within Cocoon 40.0% 60.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 1.2% 1.6% 1.4%
%ofTotal .6% .9% 1.4%
2no Count 329 363 692
% within Cocoon 47.5% 52.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 98.8% 98.4% 98.6%
%ofTotal 46.9% 51.7% 98.6%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Cocoon 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chl--..·-T ....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(2~f (2-81.(f) (1~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .22E 1 .635
Continuity Correctionu .024 1 sn
likelihood Ratio 227 1 .634
Fisher's Exact Test .756 .441
Linear-by-Linear AssocIatIon .225 1 .636
N of Valid Cases 702
8.1 cells (25.0%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 4.74.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ---Value Annrmr_ Sig.Nominal by Nominal Phi -.018 .635
Cramer's V .018 .635
N of Valid Cases 702
Cocoon •Age fSlnnedJ
Crout8b
108 (BInned)
1over70 2between 3betMlen 4410r Total
57'" 42-e6 under
Cocoon 1 yes Count 1 2 3 4 10
% within Cocoon 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within 108 (BInned) .5% 1.3% 1.n. 2.6% 1.5%
% of Total .1% .3% .4% .6% 1.5%
2no Count 182 155 181 150 668
% within Cocoon 27.2% 23.2% 27.1% 22.5% 100.0%
%wlthin108 99.5% 98.7% 98.4% 97.4% 96.5%
% of Total 26.8% 22.9% 26.7% 22.1% 96.5%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
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% within Cocoon 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi-square T....
Value df AsvmD. Sla. 12-s1ded\
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.49S- 3 .476
Likelihood Ratio 2.593 3 .459
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.417 1 .120
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than S. The minimum e count Is 2.27.
c ....... ,.
Value ADorox. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .061 .476
Cramer's V .061 .476
N of Valid Cases 678
Cocoon *Economic Status
Croutab
Economic Status
1 2 retired 3other Total
Cocoon 1yes Count 7 2 1 10
% within Cocoon 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
% within Economic 1.8% .8% 2.4% 1.4%
Status
%ofTotal 1.0% .3% .1% 1.4%
2no Count 389 259 41 689
% within Cocoon 56.5% 37.6% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic 98.2% 99.2% 97.8% 98.8%
Status
%ofTotal 55.7% 37.1% 5.9% 98.8%
Total Count 398 281 42 899
% within Cocoon 56.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
% within Economic 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Status
%ofToIaI 56.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df AavmD.Ski:-12~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.405"' 2 .495
Likelihood Ratio 1.504 2 .472
Llnear-by-Unear AssocIatIon .240 1 .824
N of Valid Cases 699
a.2 cells (33.3%l have e count less than S. The mlnlnum count Is .60.---Value ADorox. SkiNominal by Nominal Phi .045 .495
Cramer's V .045 .495
N of Valid Cases 899
Eon Insulation * Gender
Crout8b
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
Eon insulation 1 yes Count 12 4 18
% within Eon insulation 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 3•• 1.1% 2.3%
%ofTotaI 1.7% •• 2.3%2no Count 321 385 888
% within Eon InsuIaIIon 48.8% 53.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 98.4% 98.9% 97.7%
%ofTotaI 45.7% 52.0% 97.7%
232
Appendix D
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Eon insulation 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chl-sa ..... T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSIg. ExactSIg.
(2-s1dedf (2-sided) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.989" 1 .026
Continuity CorrectionD 3.922 1 .048
Likelihood Ratio 5.163 1 .023
Fisher's Exact Tast .040 .023
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.982 1 .026
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 7.59.
b. ComPuted only for a 2x2 table
c ...........
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .084 .026
Cramer's V .084 .026
N of Valid Cases 702
Eon Insulation • Age (B1nnec/J
Crontab
AIle (BInned
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-89 42-56 under
Eon 1 yas Count 7 2 3 4 18
Insulation % within Eon Insulation 43.8% 12.5% 18.8% 25.0% 100.0%
% within AGe (Binned) 3.8% 1.3% 1.8% 2.6% 2.4%
% of Total 1.0% .3% .4% .6% 2.4%
200 Count 178 155 181 150 862
% within Eon Insulation 26.6% 23.4% 27.3% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 96.2% 98.7% 98.4% 97.4% 97.8%
%ofTolai 26.0% 22.9% 26.7% 22.1% 97.8%
Total Count 183 151 184 154 678
% within Eon Insulation 27.0% 23.2% 21.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aoe (81ooed) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2% 21.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.911- 3 .396
Likelihood Ratio 2.914 3 .405
Llnear-by-Llnear Association .558 1 .455
N of Valid Cases 618
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count la 3.63.
-.....
Value Approx. SIo.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .066 .396
Cramer'sV .068 .396
N of Valid Cases 678
Eon Insulation • EconomIc .....
C........
ECOIIOI'Oic Status
1 2 retired 3on. Total
Eon Insulation 1 yes Count 8 8 0 16
% within Eon insulation 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%
% within EoonomIc S1atw 2.0% 3.1% .0% 2.3%
%ofTotai 1.1% 1.1% .0% 2.3%
200 Count 388 253 42 683
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% within Eon insulation 56.8% 37.0% 6.1% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 98.0% 96.9% 100.0% 97.7%
% of Total 55.5% 36.2% 6.0% 97.7%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Eon insulation 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chl-sau. .. Tests
Value df AavrnD. Sia. (2-alded)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 1.815"' 2 .404
Likelihood Ratio 2.715 2 .257
Linear-by-Linear Association .002 1 .966
N of Valid Cases 699
a.1 cells (16.7%) have exD8ded count less than 5. The minimum count Is .96.
_UIW
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .051 .404
Cramer's V .051 .404
N of Valid Cases 699
BGInsul.Uon *Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
BG insulation 1 yes Count 26 21 47
% within BG insulation 55.3% 44.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 7.8% 5.7% 6.7%
% ofTotal 3.7% 3.0% 6.7"-
2no Count 307 348 655
% within BG insulation 48.9% 53.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 92.2% 94.3% 93.3"-
%ofTotal 43.7% 49.6% 93.3%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within BG Insulation 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df
~~
Exac:tSlg. Exac:tSIg.
(2~) (1.idecf)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 1.255"' 1 .283
Continuity Correctionu .939 1 .332
Likelihood RatIo 1.254 1 .283
Fisher's Exact Test .292 .186
Llnear-by-Llnear AssocIatIon 1.254 1 .283
N of Valid Cases 702
8. 0 cells (.O%) have count less than 5. The minlnum count Is 22.29.
b. Computed only for 8 2x2 table
Approx. S!g. ~I
BGInsu""" *A.,. ~
erout.b
AIle
1over70 2between 3betMen 4410r Total
51~ 42-M under
BG 1 yes Count 17 16 8 5 48
Insulation % within BG insulation 37.0% 34.8% 17.4% 10.9% 100.0%
234
Appendix 0
% within Aaa (Binned) 9.3% 10.2% 4.3% 3.2% 6.8%
%ofTota! 2.5% 2.4% 1.2% .7% 6.8%
2no Count 166 141 176 149 632
% within BG insulation 26.3% 22.3% 27.8% 23.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 90.7% 89.8% 95.7% 96.8% 93.2%
%ofTotal 24.5% 20.8% 26.0% 22.0% 93.2%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within BG insulation 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl-8Qua,. T....
Value df AsvrnD. Sia. '2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.472"' 3 .024
Likelihood Ratio 9.856 3 .020
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.472 1 .006
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 10.45.
Symmetrtc Ihasu ....
Value AOOroi. Ski.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .118 .024
Cramer's V .118 .024
N of Valid Cases 678
BG Insulation *Economic smtu.
Croutab
Economic S1atus
1 2 retired 301her Total
BG insulation 1 yes Count 22 25 0 47
% within BG insulation 46.8% 53.2% .0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 5.8% 9.8% .0% 6.7%
% of Total 3.1% 3.8% .0% 6.7%
2no Count 374 238 42 852
% within BG insulation 57.4% 38.2% 8.4% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 94.4% 90.4% 100.0% 93.3%
% of Total 53.5% 33.8% 6.0% 93.3%
Total Count 396 281 42 699
% within BG insulation 58.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 58.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df Asvrno. Sia. '2-8Idect)
Pearson Chl-Sauare 7.281- 2 .028
Likelihood Ratio 9.782 2 .008
Linear-by-Linear AssocIatIon .200 1 .655
N of Valid Cases 699
a.1 cells (16.7%) have exPeCted count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.82 .........
VIIue A_v,SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .102 .026
Cramer's V .102 .026
N of Valid Cases 699
BGBS *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fama1e ToIIII
BGBS 1 yes Count 1 0 1
%wlthinBGBS 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Gender .3% .0% .1%
%ofTotai .1% .0% .1%
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2no Count 332 369 701
% within BGBS 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 99.7% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 47.3% 52.6% 99.9%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within BGBS 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chl-8auare T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2-s1ded) (2-s1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.110" 1 .292
Continuity Correctionu .003 1 .959
Likelihood RatIo 1.493 1 .222
Fisher's Exact Test .474 .474
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.108 1 .292
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The mintmum count Is .47.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table _u....
Value Aoorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .040 .292
Cramer's V .040 .292
N of Valid Cases 702
BGBS *Aae (BInned)
Crosstab
Itoe(BImed
1over70 2betwean 3between 4410r Total
57~ 42-58 WIder
BGBS 1yes Count 1 0 0 0 1
% within BGBS 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within AlJI8 (Binned) .5% .0% .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .1% .0% .0% .0% .1%
2no Count 182 157 184 154 677
% within BGBS 26.9% 23.2% 27.2% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AlJI8 (BInned) 99.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 26.8% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 99.9%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within BGBS 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value cif AsYmo. Sia. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.7rN' 3 .439
Likelihood RatIo 2.823 3 .453
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation 1.706 1 .191
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The mInknum count Is .23.
Approx. SIA.I-~-
BGBS * Economic StftI.
1 r-- --01 ToIIII 1 I
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% within BGBS .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status .0% .4% .0% .1%
% of Total .0% .1% .0% .1%
2 no Count 396 260 42 698
% within BGBS 56.7% 37.2"- 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 99.6% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 56.7% 37.2"- 6.0% 99.9%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within BGBS 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi",,,,,,, Tes.
Value df AsvmD. Sig. (2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.681- 2 .432
Likelihood Ratio 1.973 2 .373
Linear-bv-Linear Association .693 1 .405
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count Is .06.
Symmetric .... u...
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .049 .432
Crame(sV .049 .432
N of Valid Cases 699
EnetYIY Labelling of WlJIte •
Croatab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Energy 1 yes Count 65 95 160
Labelling of % within Energy Labeling d White Goods 40.6% 59.4% 100.0%
White % within Gender 19.5% 25.7% 22.8%
Goods %ofTotai 9.3% 13.5% 22.8%
2no Count 288 274 542
% within Energy labelling d WhIte Goods 49.4% 50.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 80.5% 74.3% n.2%
% of Total 38.2"- 39.0% n.2%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Energy labelling d White Goods 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Goods Gender
Chl-sa ...... T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2..adedf (2-e1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson ChI-Square 3.855"' 1 .050
Continuity CorrectionD 3.510 1 .061
Likelihood RatIo 3.878 1 .049
Fisher's Exact Test .058 .030
Linear-by-Unear AssocIation 3.850 1 .050
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minlnun count .. 75.90.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
-.....
Value Approx. SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.074 .050
Cramer'sV .074 .050
N of Valid Cases 702
I C~
Enerrw LabelU,." ofWhIte Goods •Aa! lBII!!!dJ
Aaa (BInnad)
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10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Energy 1 yes Count 28 51 43 35 157
Labellin % within EnergyLabellingof WhiteGoods 17.8% 32.5% 27.4% 22.3% 100.0%
gOf % within Age CBinned\ 15.3% 32.5% 23.4% 22.7% 23.2%
White % ofTotal 4.1% 7.5% 6.3% 5.2% 23.2%Goods
2no Count 155 106 141 119 521
% within EnergyLabellingof WhiteGoods 29.8% 20.3% 27.1% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Age·CBinnedl 84.7% 67.5% 76.6% n.3% 76.8%
%ofTotal 22.9% 15.6% 20.8% 17.6% 76.8%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within EnergyLabellingof WhiteGoods 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl-Sauant T....
Value df AsymP. Sia. C2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 14.044- 3 .003
Likelihood Ratio 14.080 3 .003
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.205 1 .272
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 celis (,0%) have eXPeCtedcount less than 5. The minimum expected count la 35.66.
Symmetric ..... u...
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .144 .003
Cramer's V .144 .003
N of Valid Cases 678
Enerrw_ubeliing of WhHe Goods • Economic $falu.
Croutab
Economic S1atus
1 ... llIIIUYV\I 2 retired 3ather Total
Energy 1 yes Count 100 53 7 160
Labelling % within Enerav Labellina c:I White Goods 62.5% 33.1% 4.4% 100.0%
of White % within Economic Status 25.3"- 20.3% 16.7% 22.9%
Goods % of Total 14.3% 7.6% 1.0% 22.9%
2no Count 296 208 35 539
% within Energy Labellina c:IWhite Goods 54.9% 38.6% 6.5% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 74.7% 79.7% 83.3% n.1%
%ofTotal 42.3% 29.8% 5.0% n.1%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Energy Labellina c:I White Goods 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic S1atus 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df ASwno. SIa. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Chl-Sauare 3.161- 2 .206
Likelihood Ratio 3.229 2 .199
Linear-by-Llnear Association 3.133 1 .077
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 0 cells (,0%) have ev.......tAttcount less than 5. The minimum count Is 9.61.
Approx. SIg. ~I
Council cfIs • GendtK
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1 male 2 female Total
Council ells 1yes Count 82 116 198
% within Council efts 41.4% 58.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 24.6% 31.4% 28.2%
%ofTotal 11.7% 16.5% 28.2%
2no Count 251 253 504
% within Council efts 49.8% 50.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 75.4% 68.6% 71.8%
% of Total 35.8% 36.0% 71.8%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Council efts 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi-square Tests
Value df Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2-sidedf _12-s1ded~ _11-s1ded~
Pearson Chi-Square 4.011- 1 .045
Continuity CorrectionD 3.681 1 .055
Likelihood Ratio 4.028 1 .045
Fisher's Exact Test .053 .027
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation 4.005 1 .045
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (,0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 93.92.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
_untS
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.076 .045
Cramer's V .076 .045
N of Valid Cases 702
Council cfls •Aae (Binned)
Croat.b
Aoe (Binned)
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Council 1 yes Count 57 56 42 36 191
ells % within CouncIl efts 29.8% 29.3% 22.0% 18.8% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 31.1% 35.7% 22.8% 23.4% 28.2%
%ofTotai 8.4% 8.3% 6.2% 5.3% 28.2%
200 Count 126 101 142 118 487
% within Council efts 25.9% 20.7% 29.2% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 68.9% 64.3% 77.2% 76.6% 71.8%
% of Total 18.6% 14.9% 20.9% 17.4% 71.8%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within CouncIl efts 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df ~ Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 9.510- 3 .023
Likelihood RatIo 9.474 3 .024
L1near-bv-Linear Association 5.291 1 .021
N of Valid Cases 678
8.0 cells (.0%) have evnoriAtt count less than 5. The minimum count Is 43.38 ........
Value ~Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .118 .023
Cramet'sV .118 .023
N of Valid Cases 678
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Council cfls * Economic Status
Crosstab
Economic Status
1emDloYed 2 retired 30ther Total
Council efts 1 yes Count 92 91 15 198
% within Council ells 46.5% 46.0% 7.6% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 23.2% 34.9% 35.7% 28.3%
% of Total 13.2% 13.0% 2.1% 28.3%
2no Count 304 170 27 501
% within Council ells 60.7% 33.9% 5.4% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 76.8% 65.1% 64.3% 71.7%
% of Total 43.5% 24.3% 3.9% 71.7%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Council ells 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi-square T....
Value df AsymP. Ski. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 11.688- 2 .003
Likelihood Ratio 11.621 2 .003
Linear-by-linear Association 10.298 1 .001
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 0 cells l.0%} have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count is 11.90.
c ..... u....
Value Approx. 8Ig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .129 .003
Cramer's V .129 .003
N of Valid Cases 699
SuPJJIIers ctIs *Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
Suppliers efts 1 yes Count 149 172 321
% within Suppliers ells 48.4% 53.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 44.7% 46.6% 45.7%
%ofTotal 21.2% 24.5% 45.7%
2no Count 184 197 381
% within SuPPliers ells 46.3% 51.7% 100.0%
% within Gender SS.3% 53.4% 54.3%
%ofTotal 26.2% 28.1% 54.3%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within SuPPliers ells 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df Aaymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSig.
J2-eldedf (2-s1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-&quare .2..a- 1 .620
ContinuitY Correctionu .1n 1 .674
Likelihood RatIo .248 1 .620
FIsher's Exact Test .649 .337
L1near-by-Llnear AssocIation .248 1 .620
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 152.27.
b. ComPUted only for a 2x2 table
I ~- A!Ion!IL Si> I- by Nominal II-~==i_-:s-;v:-;----tlf---.:.::~~~=:-j+----------------..::;:=~
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I N of Valid Cases 702 I
SUIJIJIIeTsctls *Age (Binned)
Croutab
Aaa (Binned)
10ver70 2between 3between 4410r Tolal
57-69 42-56 under
Suppliers 1 yes Count 93 81 75 60 309
efts % within SuDPIIers efts 30.1% 26.2"- 24.3% 19.4% 100.0%
% within AtJe (Binned) 50.8% 51.6% 40.8% 39.0% 45.6%
% of Total 13.7% 11.9% 11.1% 8.8% 45.6%
200 Count 90 76 109 94 369
% within SUDDliersefts 24.4% 20.6"- 29.5% 25.5% 100.0%
% within AIle (Binned) 49.2"- 48.4% 59.2"- 61.0% 54.4%
% of Total 13.3% 11.2"- 16.1% 13.9"- 54.4%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within SuDPIiers efts 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within /V,Je (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotai 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chlool ia.AtTests
Value df AmnD. skil2-sided)
Pearson Ch~uare 8.756- 3 .033
Likelihood Ratio 8.n9 3 .032
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.206 1 .007
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum e count is 70.19 ...........
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .114 .033
Cramer's V .114 .033
N of Valid Cases 678
SuDDlIeTs ctls * Economic Stnls
Croutab
Economic Status
1 2 retired 301her Total
Suppliers efts 1 yes Count 161 136 23 320
% within SuDDIIers efts 50.3% 42.5% 7.2% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 40.7% 52.1% 54.8% 45.8%
%ofToIal 23.0% 19.5% 3.3% 45.8%
2no Count 235 125 19 379
% within Suppliers efts 62.0% 33.0% 5.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 59.3% 47.9% 45.2% 54.2%
% of Total 33.6% 17.9% 2.7% 54.2%
Total Count 396 281 42 699
% within SuDDliers efts 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df AsvnIl. Sia.(2-e1ded)
Pearson ChI-Square 9.76~ 2 .008
likelihood Ratio 9.769 2 .008
Unear-bv-Linear AssocIatIon 9.001 1 .003
N of Valid Cases 699
8.0 cells (.0%) have eXP8Cledcount less than 5. The mlnknum count Is 19.23.
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Advice and educa on IHOflrammes
Case Processing Summa_!Y_
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Aaa (Bimed) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Are You Doing Your Bit? * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Act on C02 * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Act on C02 * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Act on C02 * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Save Today Save Tomorrow * AQe (Bimed) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% n1 100.0%
Save Today Save Tomorrow * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Savers reoort * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Savers reoort * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Savers report * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Energy for Good * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Energy for Good * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Eneray for Good * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
HEC report * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
HEC report * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
HEC report * Economic Status 699 96.9% 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
tI
Ant You Doing Your Bit? • Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2famale Total
Are You Doing 1 yes Count 13 17 30
Your Bit? 'Ill within Are You Doing Your 43.3% 56.7% 100.0%
Bit?
'Ill within Gender 3.9% 4.6% 4.3%
% of Total 1.9% 2.4% 4.3%
2no Count 320 352 672
'Ill within Are You Doing Your 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
Bit?
'Ill within Gender 96.1% 95.4% 95.7%
'Ill of Total 45.6% 50.1% 95.7%
Total Count 333 389 702
% within Are You Doing Your 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Bit?
'Ill within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. ExadSig. ExactSig.
(24ded) (2-s1ded) {1-s1dedl
Pearson Ch~uare .21T 1 .646
Continuity Correction" .075 1 .785
Likelihood RatIo .212 1 .645
Fisher's Exact Test .711 .394
Linear-by-Linear AssocIatIon .211 1 .646
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The nnImum count Is 14.23.
b. ComPUted only for a 2x2 table
1- ... by-It-:::::~::.:I__me(---:-s-'V:-;---IIt-"-t-':-;..::f:-::~-=a-t-----------Approx . SIa_· ....::::::-::-t1
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I N of Valid Cases 702 I
Ant You Doing Your Bit? *Age (Binned)
Crosstab
AGe (Binned)
10ver 2betwaen 3betwaen 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Are You 1 yes Count 17 3 3 6 29
Doing % withinAre You Doing Your Bit? 58.6% 10.3% 10.3% 20.7% 100.0%
Your Bit? % within Age (Binned) 9.3% 1.9% 1.6% 3.9% 4.3%
%ofTotal 2.5% .4% .4% .9% 4.3%
200 Count 166 154 181 148 649
% withinAre You Doing Your Bit? 25.6% 23.7% 27.9% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 90.7% 98.1% 98.4% 96.1% 95.7%
%ofTotal 24.5% 22.7% 26.7% 21.8% 95.7%
Total Count 183 157 164 154 678
% withinAre You Doing Your Bit? 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl-Saull .. T....
Value df Asymp. Sla. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.580- 3 .001
Likelihood Ratio 15.344 3 .002
Linear-bv-Linear AssocIation 6.705 1 .010
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 6.59.
s c ....... ,..
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .156 .001
Cramer's V .156 .001
N of Valid Cases 678
Ant You Doing our s
Crosst.b
Economic Status
1 2retlred 3ather Total
Are You 1 yes Count 10 19 1 30
Doing % within Are You DoIng Your Bit? 33.3% 63.3% 3.3% 100.0%
Your Bit? % within Economic Status 2.5% 7.3" 2.4% 4.3%
%ofTotal 1.4% 2.7% .1% 4.3%
200 Count 388 242 41 669
% within Are You DoIng Your Bit? 57.7% 38.2% 6.1% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 97.5% 92.7% 97.8% 95.7%
% of Total 55.2% 34.6% 5.9% 95.7%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Are You DoIng Yow Bit? 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Vi Bit? • EconomIc Statu
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sla. (2-e1ded}
Pearson Chi-Sauare 9.054- 2 .011
Likelihood Ratio 8.682 2 .013
Llnear-by-Linear Association 3.604 1 .058
N of Valid Cases 699
8. 1 cells (16.7%) have e count less than 5. The mInmum count is 1.80•.......,..
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal PhI .114 .011
Cramer's V .114 .011
N of Valid Cases 689
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Commit 20% *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Commit20% 1 yes Count 5 7 12
% within Commit 20% 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 1.5% 1.9% 1.7%
%ofTotal .7% 1.0% 1.7%
2no Count 328 362 690
% within Commit 20% 47.5% 52.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 98.5% 98.1% 98.3%
%ofTotal 46.7% 51.6% 98.3%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Commit 20% 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chl-4!klua .. Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. Exact Sig.
(2-s1dedf (2-sldecf) (1-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square .163- 1 .686
Continuity. Corredionu .013 1 .911
Likelihood Ratio .164 1 .686
Fisher's Exact Test .776 .458
Linear-by-Linear Association .163 1 .687
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 5.69.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
-.-...
Value Approx. SIg.
Nominel by Nominal Phi -.015 .686
Cramer's V .015 .686
N of Valid Cases 702
Commit 20% *Aae (Blnnedj
C...... b
AQ8(BInned)
1over70 2b8tween 3between 4410r Total
57~ 42-56 under
Commit 1 yes Count 4 4 1 3 12
20% % within Commit 20% 33.3% 33.3% 8.3% 25.0% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 2.2% 2.5% .5% 1.9% 1.8%
% of Total .6% .6% .1% .4% 1.8%
2no Count 179 153 183 151 886
% within Commit 20% 26.9'% 23.0% 27.5% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 97.8% 97.5% 99.5% 98.1% 98.2%
%ofTotaI 26.4% 22.6% 27.0% 22.3% 98.2%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Commit 20% 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2"- 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl-' Tests
Value df AavmD. SIg. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.348"' 3 .503
likelihood Ratio 2.858 3 .414
Llnear-bv-Unear AssocIation .416 1 .519
N of Valid Cases 678
8. 4 cells (SO.O%)have e count less than 5. The rMimum count Is 2.73.
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Value Aoorox. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .059 .503
Cramer's V .059 .S03
N of Valid Cases 678
Commit 20% * Economic Status
Crosstab
Economic Status
1 employed 2 retired 3 other Total
Commit 1 yes Count 5 6 1 12
20% % within Commit 20% 41.7% SO.O% 8.3% 100.0%
% within Economic 1.3% 2.3% 2.4% 1.7%
Status
%ofTotai .7% .9% .1% 1.7%
2no Count 391 255 41 687
% within Commit 20% 56.9% 37.1% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic 98.7% 97.7% 97.6% 98.3%
Status
%ofTotal 55.9% 36.5% 5.9% 98.3%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Commit 20% 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Status
%ofTotal 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chl~ iQUa,.T....
Value df AsvrnD. SIa. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.111r' 2 .572
Likelihood Ratio 1.105 2 .576
Linear-by-Linear Association .987 1 .320
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The ........ m count is .72._u...
Value Aoorox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .040 .572
Cramer's V .040 .572
N of Valid Cases 699
Act CO *Genderon '2
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Acton C02 1 yes Count 15 12 27
% within Act on C~ 55.6% 44.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 4.5% 3.3% 3.8%
%ofTotal 2.1% 1.7% 3.8%
2no Count 318 357 675
% within Act on C~ 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 95.5% 96.7% 96.2%
% of Total 45.3% 50.9% 96.2%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Ad on C~ 47.4% 52.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.4% 52.8% 100.0%
TMts
Value cif Aaymp. SIg. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
(2-eldedf (2-e1ded) (1-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .74'2' 1 .389
Continuity CorrectIonu .442 1 .508
Likelihood RatIo .742 1 .389
Fisher's Exact Test .435 .253
Linear-bY-Linear Association .741 1 .389
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N of Valid Cases I 702 I I
a. 0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e
I
count is 12.81.
I
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
S .......ra
Value Aoorox. Sm.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .033 .389
Cramer's V .033 .389
N of Valid Cases 702
Act on C02 *Aae (Binned)
Crosstab
Age (Binned)
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57~ 42-56 under
Acton 1 yes Count 6 4 7 10 27
CO2 % within Act on Co, 22.2% 14.8% 25.9"- 37.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 3.3% 2.5% 3.8% 6.5% 4.0%
%ofTotal .9% .6% 1.0% 1.5% 4.0%
2no Count 1n 153 1n 144 651
% within Act on Co, 27.2% 23.5% 27.2% 22.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 96.7% 97.5% 96.2% 93.5% 96.0%
% of Total 26.1% 22.6% 26.1% 21.2% 96.0%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Act on Co, 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl.s ....... T....
Value df AsYmD. SIa. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.63T 3 .303
Likelihood Ratio 3.378 3 .337
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.344 1 .126
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have eXP8cted count less than 5. The minimum count Is 6.13 ..........
Value .APProx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .073 .303
Cramer's V .073 .303
N of Valid Cases 678
Act on C02 * Economic StMus
CroatH
Economic Status
1 2 reIIr8d 3 other Total
Acton C02 1yes Count 17 8 2 27
% within Act on Co, 63.0% 29.6% 7.4% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 4.3% 3.1% 4.8% 3.9"-
% of Total 2.4% 1.1% .3% 3.9"-
2no Count 379 253 40 672
% within Act on Co, 56.4% 37.6% 8.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 95.7% 96.9% 95.2% 96.1%
% of Total 54.2% 38.2% 5.7% 96.1%
Total Count 396 281 42 699
% within Act on cC>; 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within ECOIaomicStatus 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofToIaI 56.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
C T_
Value df AsvrnD. SIa. (2-e1ded)
Pearson ChI-Square .T.JIf" 2 .892
likelihood Ratio .756 2 .885
Linear-bv-linear AssociatIon .183 1 .889
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mmeIrk: ..... urea
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .032 .692
Cramer's V .032 .692
N of Valid Cases 699
Sa Tad Sa To -Genderve ay ve omonow
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Save Today Save 1 yes Count 5 9 14
Tomorrow % within Save Today Save 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%
Tomorrow
% within Gender 1.5% 2.4% 2.0%
% of Total .7% 1.3% 2.0%
2no Count 328 360 688
% within Save Today Save 47.7% 52.3% 100.0%
Tomorrow
% within Gender 98.5% 97.6% 98.0%
% of Total 46.7% 51.3% 98.0%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Save Today Save 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Tomorrow
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi Testa
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(2-s1dedf (2-s1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .78r 1 .375
Continuity Corredionu .381 1 .537
Likelihood Ratio .801 1 .371
Fisher's Exact Test .428 .270
Llnear-by-Linear AssocIation .786 1 .375
N of Valid Cases 702
8. 0 cells (.0%) have e count Jess than 5. The minimum count Is 6.64.
b. CompUted only for a 2x2 table ........
Value Aoorox. SID.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.033 .375
Cramer's V .033 .375
N of Valid Cases 702
Save Today Saw TomGfTOW *Aae _ •. ....
Crosstab
AI1I8(Binned)
10ver 2belween 3belween 4410r Total
70 51.. 42-s8 I.ftIer
Save Today 1yes Count 6 1 4 3 14
Save "" within Save TodaySave Tomorrow 42.8% 7.1% 28.8% 21.4% 100.0%
Tomorrow % within AQe (Binned) 3.3% .8% 2.2% 1.9% 2.1%
%ofToIaI .9% .1% .8% .4% 2.1%
2no Count 1n 156 180 151 664
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 28.,"" 23.5% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AGe (BInned) 96.,"" 99.4% 97.8% 98.1% 97.9%
%ofTotai 28.1% 23.0% 28.5% 22.3% 97.9%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Save TodaySave Tomorrow 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AIle (Binned) 100.ft 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0'% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df AsvrnD. Sio. (2-sldad)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.93~ 3 .401
Likelihood Ratio 3.319 3 .345
Linear-by-Linear Association .332 1 .564
N of Valid Casas 678
a. 4 calls (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum eXD8dad count is 3.18.
S ..... ures
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .066 .401
Cramer's V .066 .401
N of Valid Casas 678
Tod Sa 7i ·s IcStatuSave ay ve omonow conom •Croutab
Economic: Status
1 amDiovad 2 ratnd 3 other Total
Save Today 1 yes Count 7 6 1 14
Save % within Save Today Save Tomorrow 50.0% 42.9% 7.1% 100.0%
Tomorrow % within Economic Status 1.8% 2.3% 2.4% 2.0%
%ofTotal 1.0% .9% .1% 2.0%
2no Count 389 255 41 685
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 56.8% 37.2% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 98.2% 97.7% 97.6% 98.0%
% of Total 55.7% 36.5% 5.9% 98.0%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo. SIa. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Sauara .25'¥' 2 .879
Likelihood Ratio .256 2 .880
Linear-by-Linaar Association .234 1 .629
N of Valid Casas 699
a. 1 calls (16.7%) have exD8dad count lass than 5. The minimum e count Is .84.---Value Approx. Sig.Nominal by Nominal Phi .019 .879
Cramer's V .019 .879
N of Valid Cases 699
SaV8l'S repo,
Croutab
Gender
1 mala 2fama1e Total
Savers report 1 yes Count 20 18 38
% within Savers report 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
% within Gander 6.0% 4.9% 5.4%
% of Total 2.8% 2.6% 5.4%
2no Count 313 351 864
% within Savers report 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 94.0% 95.1% 94.8%
% of Total 44.6% 50.0% 94.6%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Savers raoort 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
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Chl~ u.,.Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSIg. Exact Sig.
(2-sidedf _i2-s1ded_l _i1-sIded_l
Pearson Chi-Sauare .435" 1 .510
Continuity CorrectionD .243 1 .622
likelihood Ratio .434 1 .510
Fisher's Exact Test .617 .311
Linear-by-linear Association .434 1 .510
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 18.03.
b. Computed onlv for a 2x2 table
.... urw
Value ~x.~
Nominal by Nominal Phi .025 .510
Cramer's V .025 .510
N of ValkJ Cases 702
Savers I'8DOrt *Age (Binned)
Croutab
AGe (Binned)
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Savers 1 yes Count 9 15 10 4 38
report % within Savers report 23.7% 39.5% 26.3% 10.5% 100.0%
% within Me (Binned) 4.9% 9.6% 5.4% 2.6% 5.6%
%ofTotal 1.3% 2.2% 1.5% .6% 5.6%
2no Count 174 142 174 150 640
% within Savers report 27.2% 22.2% 27.2% 23.4% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 95.1% 90.4% 94.6% 97.4% 94.4%
% of Total 25.7% 20.9"- 25.7% 22.1% 94.4%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Savers report 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AGe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 7.434- 3 .059
likelihood RatIo 7.299 3 .063
Llnear-bv-Unear Association 1.551 1 .213
N of ValkJ Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 8.63 ..........
Value Approx. SJg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .105 .059
Cramer's V .105 .059
N of ValkJ Cases 678
Savers I'8DOIt *Economic Stafu.
Croat.b
Economic StaIus
1 2 retired 3 other Total
Savers report 1 yes Count 18 19 1 38
% within Savers report 47.4% 50.0% 2.6% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 4.5% 7.3% 2.4% 5.4%
% of Total 2.6% 2.7% .1% 5.4%
21'10 Count 378 242 41 881
% within Severa report 57.2% 38.6% 6.2% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 95.5% 92.7% 97.6% 94.6%
% of Total 54.1% 34.6% 5.9% 94.6%
Total Count 396 261 42 698
% within Savers report 58.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
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% within Economic Status 100.0%
%ofTotal 56.7%
Chl-5aua .. T....
Value df _Asymp. SIa. (2-sidedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.099"' 2 .212
Likelihood Ratio 3.170 2 .205
Linear-by-Linear Association .378 1 .539
N of Valid Cases 699
8.1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.28 .
..... u....
Value Approx. SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .067 .212
Cramer's V .067 .212
N of Valid Cases 699
for Good •GenderEnergy
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Energy for Good 1 yes Count 1 0 1
% within Energy for Good 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Gender .3% .0% .1%
%ofTotal .1% .0% .1%
2no Count 332 389 701
% within Energy for Good 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 99.7% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 47.3% 52.6% 99.9%
Total Count 333 389 702
% within Energy for Good 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value df Aaymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(2-s1dedf (2-eidedl (1-eldecf)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.110" 1 .292
Continuity CorrectionD .003 1 .959
Likelihood Ratio 1.493 1 .222
Fisher's Exact Tast .474 .474
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.108 1 .292
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .47.
b. Computec:t only for a 2x2 table ..........
Value Annrmr SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .040 .292
Cramer's V .040 .292
N of Valid Cases 702
EfHII1IY for Good •Age
Crwat.b
"_II: ~J
10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 51-89 42-68 under
Energy 1 yas Count 1 0 0 0 1
for % within EnenJy for Good 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Good % within Aoe (BInned) .5% .0% .0% .0% .1%
%ofTotal .1% .0% .0% .0% .1%
2no Count 182 151 184 154 677
% within Energy for Good 26.9% 23.2% 27.2% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQtt {Binned) 99.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
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% ofTotal 26.8% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 99.9%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Energy for Good 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chl-8au ... Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-slded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.7OS- 3 .439
Likelihood Ratio 2.623 3 .453
Linear~y-Unear Association 1.706 1 .191
N of Valid cases 678
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e~ed count Is .23.
mmetrIc ..... u...
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .063 .439
Cramer's V .063 .439
N of Valid Cases 678
for Good *Economic SfafuEnenw •
Croutlib
Economic 818tus
1 2 retired 30ther Total
Energy for 1yes Count 0 1 0 1
Good % within Enerav for Good .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status .0% .4% .0% .1%
%ofTotai .0% .1% .0% .1%
2no Count 396 260 42 698
% within Energy for Good 56.7% 37.2"- 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 99.6% 100.0% 99.9%
%ofTotai 56.7% 37.2"- 6.0% 99.9%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Energy for Good 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df ~2-eldedj_
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.681- 2 .432
Likelihood Ratio 1.973 2 .373
Linear~y-Linear AssocIation .693 1 .405
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 3 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The mliWnum count •. 06 ..........
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .049 .432
Cramer's V .049 .432
N of Valid Cases 699
HEC f'8I)Ott * Gendfw
Croat8b
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
HEC report 1 yes Count 21 21 42
% within HEC report .50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 6.~ 5.1"- 6.0%
%ofTotai 3.0% 3.0% 6.0%
2no Count 312 348 880
% within HEC report 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 93.1"- 94.~ 94.0%
% of Total 44.4% 49.8% 94.0%
Total Count 333 389 702
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% within HEC report 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
ChI-8at la.... Tests
Value c:tf Asymp. Sig. ExactSIg. ExactSIg.
(2-sided) (2-s1dec:l) (1-sldec:l)
Pearson Chi-Square .118- 1 .731
Continuity Corredionu .034 1 .854
Likelihood Ratio .118 1 .732
Fisher's Exact Test .752 .426
Linear-bv-Linear Association .118 1 .732
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 19.92.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
_u,.
Value ADDrox. Sig .
Nominal by Nominal Phi .013 .731
Cramer's V .013 .731
N of Valid Cases 702
HEC report *Age (Binned)
Crosstab
Al1I8 (Binned
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
HEC report 1 yes Count 14 12 6 8 40
% within HEC reoort 35.0% 30.0% 15.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within ADa (Binned) 7.7% 7.6% 3.3% 5.2% 5.9%
% of Total 2.1% 1.8% .9% 1.2" 5.9%
2no Count 169 145 178 146 638
% within HEC report 26.5% 22.7% 27.9% 22.9% 100.0%
% within A4e (Binned) 92.3% 92.4% 96.7% 94.8% 94.1%
% of Total 24.9% 21.4% 26.3% 21.5% 94.1%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within HEC report 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within A4e (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
ChI-s........T..ts
Value c:tf Aaymp. SIg. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.31&" 3 .229
Likelihood Ratio 4.593 3 .204
Linesr-by-Llnear Association 2.235 1 .135
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 9.09.---Value ADDrox. Sla.Nominal by Nominal Phi .080 .229
Cramer's V .080 .229
N d Valid Cases 678
HEC report * EconomIc Status
C""'"
EconomIc S1aIua
1 2 retired 301her Total
HEC report 1 yes Count 18 22 2 42
% within HEC reoort 42.9% 52.4% 4.8% 100.0%
% within EconomIc Status 4.5% 8.4% 4.8% 6.0%
% of Total 2.6% 3.1% .3% 6.0%
2no Count 378 239 40 657
% within HEC reoort 57.5% 38.4% 6.1% 100.0%
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% within Economic Status 95.5% 91.6% 95.2% 94.0%
% of Total 54.1% 34.2% 5.7% 94.0%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within HEC report 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Chi-square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sla. 12-sidedl
Pearson Chi-Square 4.324- 2 .115
likelihood Ratio 4.179 2 .124
linear-by-Linear Association 1.898 1 .168
N of Valid Cases 699
a.1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.52 .
..... urw
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .079 .115
Cramer's V .079 .115
N of Valid Cases 699
Renewable enerrw technology mas
Case Processing Su......."
Cases
Valid Mtl8ina Total
N Percent N Percent N Pen:ent
PV* Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
PV * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
PV * Economic Status 699 96.9"- 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies * Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies * Economic 699 96.9"- 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
Status
LCBP • Gender 702 97.4% 19 2.6% 721 100.0%
LCBP * Age (Binned) 678 94.0% 43 6.0% 721 100.0%
LCBP * Economic Status 699 96.9"- 22 3.1% 721 100.0%
PV*Gender
Croatab
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
PV 1 yes Count 4 3 7
%withlnPV 57.1% 42.9"- 100.0%
% within Gender 1.2% .8% 1.0%
%ofTotal .6% .4% 1.0%
2no Count 329 366 695
%wlthlnPV 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 98.8% 99.2% 99.0%
%ofTotal 46.9% 52.1% 99.0%
Total Count 333 369 702
%wlthinPV 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47."% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. Exact SIg. Exact SAg.
(211ded) (2~) (1-e1ded}
Pearson Chi-Square .26'" 1 .605
ContInuity Correction" .019 1 .891
Likelihood RatIo .267 1 .605
Fisher's Exact Test .713 .444
Unear-by..l.lnear AssocIation .267 1 .605
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The mIr*num count Is 3.32.
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I b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
S ..... urw
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .020 .605
Cramer's V .020 .605
N of Valid Cases 702
PV •Age (Sinned}
Croutab
Age (BInned)
1over70 2 between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
PV 1 yes Count 2 2 1 1 6
%within PV 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 16.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 1.1% 1.3% .5% .6% .9%
% of Total .3% .3% .1% .1% .9%
2no Count 181 155 183 153 672
%withln PV 26.9% 23.1% 27.2% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 98.9% 98.7% 99.5% 99.4% 99.1%
%ofTotal 26.7% 22.9% 27.0% 22.6% 99.1%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
%withln PV 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-a1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .703- 3 .872
Likelihood Ratio .713 3 .870
Llnear-by-linear Association .407 1 .524
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 1.36 ..........
Value ~SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .032 .872
Cramer's V .032 .872
N of Valid Cases 678
pv. Economic Status
C..... b
Economic Status
1 2 retired 3 other Total
PV 1 yes Count 1 4 2 7
%withlnPV 14.3% 51.1% 28.6% 100.0%
% within Economic Status .3% 1.5% 4.8% 1.0%
% of Total .1% .8% .3% 1.0%
2no Count 395 257 40 692
%withlnPV 51.1% 37.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 99.7% 98.5% 95.2% 99.0%
% of Total 56.5% 36.8% 5.7% 99.0%
Total Count 396 281 42 699
%withlnPV 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
T...
Value cl AaYtq). SIg. (2-e1ded)
Pearson ChI-SQuare 8.974- 2 .011
Likelihood RatIo 8.978 2 .031
Llnear-by-llnear Association 8.042 1 .005
N of Valid Cases 699
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I a. 3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count Is .42 .
S ..... urw
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .113 .011
Cramer's V .113 .011
N of Valid Cases 699
Clear Skies * Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2female Total
Clear Skies 1 yes Count 3 4 7
% within Clear Skies 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
% within Gender .9% 1.1% 1.0%
%ofTotai .4% .6% 1.0%
2no Count 330 365 695
% within Clear Skies 47.5% 52.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 99.1% 98.9% 99.0%
% of Total 47.0% 52.0% 99.0%
Total Count 333 369 702
% within Clear Skies 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Chi-square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
_12~) (2~) 11~_l
Pearson Chi-Sauare .059" 1 .807
Continuity CorrectlonD .000 1 1.000
Likelihood Ratio .060 1 .807
Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .556
Linear-by-Unear Association .059 1 .808
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum counlls 3.32.
b. ComDuted only for a 2x2 table
IIeasurw
Value ~.___§!g_.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.009 .807
Cramer's V .009 .807
N of Valid Cases 702
Clear Skies *Aae (BInned)
C........
Age( BInned)
1over70 2belween 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Clear 1 yes Count 1 2 3 1 7
Skies % within Clear Skies 14.3% 28.6% 42.ft 14.3% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) .5% 1.3% 1.8% .6% 1.0%
%ofTotai .1% .3% .4% .1% 1.0%
2no Count 182 155 181 153 671
% within Clear SkIes 27.1% 23.1% 27.0% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Aoe (BInned) 99.5% 98.7% 98.4% 99.4% 99.0%
%ofTotai 26.8% 22.ft 26.7% 22.8% 99.0%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within Clear SkIes 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within ADa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
df
ChlS ..... T...
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Likelihood Ratio 1.396 3 .706
Linear-bv-Linear Association .076 1 .783
N of Valid Cases 678
a.4 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum ewnAdRtt count Is 1.59 .
...........
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .045 .711
Cramer's V .045 .711
N of Valid Cases 678
Clear Skies * Economic Status
Croutab
Economic Status
1 employed 218tired 30ther Total
Clear 1 yes Count 4 1 2 7
Skies % within Clear Skies 57.1% 14.3"- 28.6"- 100.0%
% within Economic Status 1.0% .4% 4.8% 1.0%
%ofTotal .6% .1"- .3% 1.0%
2no Count 392 260 40 692
% within Clear Skies 56.6% 37.6"- 5.8% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 99.0% 99.6"- 95.2% 99.0%
%ofTotal 56.1% 37.2"- 5.7% 99.0%
Total Count 396 261 42 699
% within Clear Skies 56.1"- 37.3"- 6.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0"- 100.0"- 100.0%
% of Total 56.7% 37.3"- 6.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo. SIa. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 6.998" 2 .030
Likelihood RatIo 4.455 2 .108
Linear-bv-Linear Association .929 1 .335
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 3 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The mklimum count Is .42.
-....
Value ADDrox. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .100 .030
Cramer's V .100 .030
N of Valid Cases 699
LCBP *Gender
C......
Gender
1 male 2f8ma1e Total
LCBP 1 yes Count 5 1 6
% within LCBP 83.3% 18.1"- 100.0%
% within Gender 1.5" .3% .9%
% of Total .7% .1" .9%
2no Count 328 368 698
% within LCBP 47.1" 52.9% 100.0"-
% within Gender 98.5% 99.1"- 99.1"
% of Total 46.1"- 52.4" 99.1"
Total Count 333 369 702
% within LCBP 47.4" 52.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 47.4" 52.8% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df ~~. Ex8ct SIg. Ex8ctS~.(2-lkledl (14ded
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.12a- 1 .077
ContInuity ConectIonD 1.844 1 .174
256
Appendix 0
Likelihood Ratio 3.364 1 .067
Fisher's Exact Test .107 .086
Linear-by-linear Association 3.123 1 .on
N of Valid Cases 702
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.85.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table .........
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .067 .on
Cramer's V .067 .on
N of Valid Cases 702
LCBP • Aae (Binned)
CroutIIb
Aoe( Binned)
10ver70 2between 3 between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
LCBP 1 yes Count 2 1 1 1 5
% within LCBP 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 1.1% .6% .5% .6% .7%
%ofTotal .3% .1% .1% .1% .7%
2no Count 181 156 183 153 673
% within LCBP 26.9% 23.2% 27.2% 22.7% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 98.9% 99.4% 99.5% 99.4% 99.3%
%ofTotai 26.7% 23.0% 27.0% 22.6% 99.3%
Total Count 183 157 184 154 678
% within LCBP 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
% within AQ8 (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.0% 23.2% 27.1% 22.7% 100.0%
Chi-sau. .. T....
Value dt -ASvrno. Sla. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Sauare .448" 3 .930
Likelihood Ratio .419 3 .938
Linear-by-linear AssocIation .265 1 .607
N of Valid Cases 678
a. 4 cells (5O.0%) have eXPeCted count less than 5. The minimum count Is 1.14 .........
Value Aoorox.SIO.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .026 .930
Cramer's V .026 .930
N of Valid Cases 878
LCBP * Economic Slam.
C.......
Ec:onomc Status
1 2 f8tired 30ther Total
LCBP 1yes Count 4 2 0 6
% within LCBP 66.7% 33.3% .0% 100.0%
% within Economic status 1.0% .8% .0% .9%
% of Total .6% .3% .0% .9%
2no Count 392 259 42 693
% within LCBP 58.6% 37.4% 6.1% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 99.0% 99.2% 100.0% 99.1%
%ofTotai 58.1% 37.1% 8.0% 99.1%
Total Count 398 281 42 699
% within LeBP 58.7% 37.3% 8.0% 100.0%
% within Economic Status 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 58.7% 37.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Value I dt Aaymp. SiA. (2-e1ded)
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Pearson Chi-SQuare .497"' 2 .780
Likelihood Ratio .852 2 .653
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation .419 1 .517
N of Valid Cases 699
a. 3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is .36 .
.....u,.
Value Aoorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .027 .780
Cramer's V .027 .780
N of Valid Cases 699
The ChI-square fest of Independence toT pattlcIpatIon ntIN'" ,..."",... (QuestIon 82) and
respondents' propertys age (Question D3), pt'OII«fy'slype (QuestIon 02) and ,...,.,y. _,."..,wall
(Question tU)
Insulatlon and appliances "...
Case ProcessIna SuINMfY
Cases
Valid Mlsslna Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Warm Front - Property Aae 705 97.8% 16 2.2"- 721 100.0%
Warm Front - Property Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Warm Front - External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
WHGH - Property Aaa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
WHGH-PropertyType 705 97.8% 16 2.2"- 721 100.0%
WHGH - External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
Cocoon - Property Aae 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Cocoon- Twe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Cocoon - External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
Eon insulation • Property AtJe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Eon insulation • Tvoe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Eon insulation • External WaH 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
BG insulation • Property Age 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
BG insulation • Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
BG insulation • External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
BGBS - Property_Aae 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
BGBS • Property Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
BGBS • External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
Energy labelling of White Goods • ADe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
Energy labelling of White Goods • Twe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Energy Labeilina of White Goods * External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Councl efts * ..1ut'V' ,oj Age 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
CouncH efts * Prooertv Tvoe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
CouncU efts * External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Suppliers efts • 'Aaa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Suppliers efts * Tvoe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
Suppliers efts * External WaR 705 97.8% 16 2.2% n1 100.0%
WannFront* Aae
C.,.atItb ,,_
1 pre 1929 2betwaen 3batween 4post Total
1930-1975 1976-2008 2007
Warm 1 yes Count 11 48 6 2 65
Front % within Warm Front 16.9% 70.8% 9.2% 3.1% 100.0%
%wlthin 'ADa 8.3% 10.7% 4.8% 9.5% 9.2%
% of Total 1.6% 6.5% .9% .3% 9.2%
2no Count 121 382 118 19 640
% within Warm Front 18.9% 59.7% 18.4% 3.0% 100.0%
%wIthIn ,/IIQe 91.7% 89.3% 95.2% 90.5% 90.8%
% of Total 17.2% 54.2% 16.7% 2.7% 90.8%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
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% within Wann Front 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within Property Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chl-sa. ..... T...
Value df Asvrno. Sla. '2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.164· 3 .244
Likelihood Ratio 4.656 3 .199
Linear-by-Linear Association .603 1 .438
N of Valid Cases 705
a.1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 1.94.-.....Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .on .244
Cramer's V .on .244
N of Valid Cases 705
Wann Front * Type
Crosstab
TYPE
1 detached 2seml- 3 tarraced 40ther Total
detached
Wann 1 yes Count 28 20 13 4 65
Front % within Wann Front 43.1% 30.8% 20.0% 6.2% 100.0%
%withln Type 10.6% 8.8% 7.2% 11.1% 9.2%
% of Total 4.0% 2.8% 1.8% .8% 9.2"-
2no Count 235 206 167 32 640
% within Wann Front 36.7% 32.2% 26.1% 5.0% 100.0%
%withln Type 89.4% 91.2% 92.8% 88.9% 90.8%
% of Total 33.3% 29.2% 23.7% 4.5% 90.8%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within Wann Front 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
%wlthln Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3"- 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df AsvrnD. Sm. 12-s1dedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.689" 3 .639
Likelihood Ratio 1.716 3 .633
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIation .252 1 .616
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have evn&ctAd count less than 5. The minimum count Is 3.32 •........
Value ADorax. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .049 .639
Cramer's V .049 .639
N of Valid Cases 705
Wann Front *EJctemaJ Wall
Croatab
ExIamaI Wall
hoHd 2 cavItY 3t1mber 4 oIher Total
Wann Front 1 yes Count 29 32 1 3 65
% within Warm Front 44.8% 49.2% 1.5% 4.6% 100.0%
% within External Wall 8.5% 10.4% 8.7% 7.3% 9.2%
%ofTotai 4.1% 4.5% .1% .4% 9.2%
2no Count 313 275 14 38 640
% within Warm Front 48.9% 43.0% 2.2% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wei 91.5% 89.8% 93.3% 92.7% 90.8%
%ofTotaI 44.4% 38.0% 2.0% 5.4% 90.8%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
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% within Wann Front 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi Tes1s
Value df Asymp. SIa. l2-sided\
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.04g- 3 .789
Likelihood Ratio 1.059 3 .787
Linear-by-Linear Association .001 1 .980
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum e count is 1.38 ..........
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .039 .789
Cramer's V .039 .789
N of Valid Cases 705
WHGH * PrOPerty Aae
Croatab
r 'AQe
1 pre 2betwaen 3between 4 post Total
1929 1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
WHGH 1 yes Count 14 34 14 1 63
% within WHGH 22.2% 54.0% 22.2% 1.6% 100.0%
% within Property 10.6% 7.9% 11.3% 4.8% 8.9"-
Aaa
% of Total 2.0% 4.8% 2.0% .1% 8.9%
2no Count 118 394 110 20 642
% within WHGH 18.4% 61.4% 17.1% 3.1% 100.0%
% within property 89.4% 92.1% BB.7% 95.2% 91.1%
Age
%ofTotai 16.7% 55.9% 15.6% 2.8% 91.1%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within WHGH 18.7% 60.7% 17.6" 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthinProperty 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0"
Aaa
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo. Sla. (2-eldedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.284- 3 .519
Likelihood Ratio 2.264 3 .516
Linear-by-Linear Association .039 1 .843
N of Valid Cases 705
a.1 cells (12.5%l have e count less than 5. The mIr*num count le 1.BB..........
Value ADDrox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .057 .519
Cramer's V .057 .519
N of Valid Cases 705
WHGH*- TWNt
CroeRib
'Twe
1 detached 2 .... 3t11n'ac8d 401h1r Total
dllached
WHGH 1yes Count 24 17 19 3 63
% within WHGH 38.1% 27.0% 30.2% 4.8% 100.0%
%wlthin TYD8 9.1% 7.5% 10.6% 8.3% 8.9%
%ofTotai 3.4% 2.4% 2.7% .4% 8.9%
2no Count 239 209 181 33 842
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% within WHGH 37.2% 32.6% 25.1% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Property Type 90.9% 92.5% 89.4% 91.7% 91.1%
%ofTatal 33.9% 29.6% 22.8% 4.7% 91.1%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within WHGH 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTatal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5%
Chl-sau. .. T....
Value df AsvmD. SIG. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 1.163· 3 .762
Likelihood Ratio 1.163 3 .762
Linear-by-Linear Association .029 1 .865
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have exDeded count less than 5. The minimum count la 3.22 .
...........
Value Approx. SIG.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .041 .762
Cramer's V .041 .762
N of Valid Cases 705
WHGH *External Wall
Croatab
External Wall
holld 2~ 3timber 4 OCher Total
WHGH 1 yes Count 26 32 2 3 63
% within WHGH 41.3% 50.8% 3.2% 4.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 7.6% 10.4% 13.3% 7.3% 8.9%
%ofTotal 3.7% 4.5% .3% .4% 8.9%
2no Count 316 275 13 38 642
% within WHGH 49.2% 42.8% 2.0% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wall 92.4% 89.6% 86.7% 92.7% 91.1%
%ofTatal 44.8% 39.0% 1.8% 5.4% 91.1%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within WHGH 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. (2-a1dec:1)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 2.071· 3 .558
Likelihood Ratio 2.034 3 .565
Linear-by-Linear Association .192 1 .661
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have e count less than 5. The mk1imum count .. 1.34.
Approx. SiA.I-~-
Cocoon *- Age
C.......
........"",!I'Aae
1 pra1929 2 bah...... 3between 4 poet Total
1930-1975 1976-2008 2007
Cocoon 1 yes Count 0 8 1 1 10
% within Cocoon .0% 80.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100.0%
"'within .0% 1.9% .8% 4.8% 1.4%.... , AlI!I
% of Total .0% 1.1% .1" .1% 1.4%
200 Count 132 420 123 20 895
261
Appendix 0
% within Cocoon 19.0% 60.4% 17.7% 2.9% 100.0%
% within 100.0% 98.1% 99.2% 95.2% 98.6%
Property Age
%ofTotal 18.7% 59.6% 17.4% 2.8% 98.6%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Cocoon 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%within 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Property Age
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
ChI~!Iqua,.T.ts
Value df Asymp. SiQ. (2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.532"' 3 .209
Likelihood Ratio 5.n2 3 .123
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.338 1 .247
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 3 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .30........,.
Value Apprmc. SiQ.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .080 .209
Cramer's V .080 .209
N of Valid Cases 705
Cocoon *- Type
Croutlib
T~
1detached 2semi- 3terracad 40ther Total
detached
Cocoon 1 yes Count 3 4 2 1 10
% within Cocoon 30.0% 40.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100.0%
% within Property Type 1.1% 1.8% 1.1% 2.8% 1.4%
% of Total .4% .6% .3% .1% 1.4%
2no Count 260 222 178 35 695
% within Cocoon 37.4% 31.9% 25.6% 5.0% 100.0%
%wlthln TYD8 98.9% 98.2% 98.9% 97.2% 98.8%
%ofTotal 38.9% 31.5% 25.2% 5.0% 98.6%
Total Count 283 228 180 38 705
% within Cocoon 37.3% 32.1% 25.5"- 5.1% 100.0%
%wlthln Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
ChI---'-- T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. (2.tded)
Pearson ChI-Square .~ 3 .815
Likelihood Ratio .844 3 .839
Linear-by-llnear AssociatIon .321 1 .571
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (SO.O%)have expected count leas than 5. The mInInum count ... 51..........
Value Approx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .037 .815
Cramer'sV .037 .815
N of Valid Casas 705
Cocoon * EJdemaI W.II
CroaI8b
ExtImaIW ..
18011d 2 c:avIly 31mber 40ther Tolal
Cocoon 1 yes Count 5 4 0 1 10
% within Cocoon 50.0% 40.0% .0% 10.0% 100.0%
% within External Well 1.5% 1.3% .0% 2.4% 1.4%
% ofToIaI .7% .6% .0% .1% 1.4%
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200 Count 337 303 15 40 695
% within cocoon 48.5% 43.6% 2.2% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 98.5% 98.7% 100.0% 97.6% 98.6%
%ofTotal 47.8% 43.0% 2.1% 5.7% 98.6%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Cocoon 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chl-..... ·-T...
Value df AsvmD. SIa.l2-eided}
Pearson Chi-Square .555· 3 .907
Likelihood Ratio .715 3 .870
Linear-by-linear Association .086 1 .770
N of Vaiid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (SO.O%)have expected count less than 5. The miMnum count Is .21.
..........
Value ADDrox. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .028 .907
Cramer's V .028 .907
N of Valid Cases 705
Eon Insulation * P, AIM
CroutIIb
NJte
1pre 2between 3between 4 post Total
1929 1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
Eon 1 yes Count 4 9 3 0 16
insulation % within Eon insulation 25.0% 56.3% 18.8% .0% 100.0%
% within 1/4Qe 3.0% 2.1% 2.4% .0% 2.3%
%ofTolal .6% 1.3% .4% .0% 2.3%
2no Count 128 419 121 21 689
% within Eon insulation 18.6% 60.8% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within 1/4Qe 97.0% 97.9% 97.6% 100.0% 97.7%
%ofToIaI 18.2% 59.4% 17.2% 3.0% 97.7%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Eon Insulation 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthin .AQe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df AsVIIID. SIa.t2-eldedl
Pearson Chi-Square .~ 3 .826
Likelihood RatIo 1.344 3 .719
linaar-bv-Linear AssociatIon .418 1 .518
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 3 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The mInInun count Is .48.----Value ADDrolt Sla.Nominal by Nominal Phi .036 .826
Cramer'sV .036 .826
N of Valid Cases 705
Eon Insulation * 'Twe
C.........
Type
1 datBched 2 ........ 3tanaced 40eher Total
debtched
Eon 1yes Count 8 2 6 2 18
Insulation % within Eon InIuIation 37.5% 12.5% 37.5% 12.5% 100.0%
%wIthIn Type 2.3% .9% 3.3% 5.8% 2.3%
%ofTotaI .9% .3% .9% .3% 2.3%
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200 Count 257 224 174 34 689
% within Eon insulation 37.3% 32.5% 25.3% 4.K 100.0%
% within '...,..,'7 Type 97.7% 99.1% 96.7% 94.4% 97.7%
%ofTotal 38.5% 31.8% 24.7% 4.8% 97.7%
Total Count 263 226 180 38 705
% within Eon Insulation 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Property Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chl-8qu... Teata
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.625- 3 .201
likelihood Ratio 4.595 3 .204
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.944 1 .163
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .82.
..........
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .081 .201
Cramer's V .081 .201
N of Valid Cases 705
Eon Insulation *Extemal wall
Croutab
External Wall
1 solid 2 cavity 3t1mber 40ther Total
Eon 1 yes Count 9 7 0 0 16
insulation % within Eon Insulation 56.3% 43.8% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within ExIamaI Wall 2.8% 2.3% .0% .0% 2.3%
% of Total 1.3% 1.0% .0% .0% 2.3%
200 Count 333 300 15 41 889
% within Eon insulation 48.3% 43.5% 2.2% 6.0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 97.4% 97.7% 100.0% 100.0% 97.7%
% of Total 47.2% 42.6% 2.1% 5.8% 97.7%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Eon insulation 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within Ext8maI Wei 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
T....
Value df AaYmo. Sla. (2-41ded)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 1.503- 3 .682
likelihood Ratio 2.764 3 .430
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIation 1.289 1 .256
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is .34.
Appro!. SIa.
BG Insulation * Age
C.......
,Iv:Ie
1pnt 2betwMn 3betwMn 4 poet Tolal
1929 1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
BG 1 yes Count 5 38 4 2 47
insulation % within BG insulation 10.6% 78.6% 8.5% 4.3% 100.0%
%wIthIn ' Iv:Ie 3.8% 8.4% 3.2% 9.5% 8.7%
%ofTotai .7% 5.1% .6% .3% 6.7%
200 Count 127 392 120 19 658
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% within BG insulation 19.3% 59.6% 18.2% 2.9% 100.0%
% within Do Aaa 96.2% 91.6% 96.8% 90.5% 93.3%
% of Total 18.0% 55.6% 17.0% 2.7% 93.3%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within BG insulation 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chl-sau. .. T....
Value df AsvrnD. SIg. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Sauare 6.48r 3 .090
Likelihood Ratio 7.133 3 .068
Linear-by-Linear Association .026 1 .873
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 1.40 ...........
Value Approx. SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .096 .090
Crame(sV .096 .090
N of Valid Cases 705
BG Insulation • Type
Crontab
Tvoe
1detached 2sem1- 3 terraced 40ther Total
detached
BG 1 yes Count 18 17 10 2 47
insulation % within BG insulation 38.3% 36.2% 21.3% 4.3% 100.0%
% within Tvoe 6.8% 7.5% 5.6% 5.6% 6.7%
% of Total 2.6% 2.4% 1.4% .3% 6.7%
2no Count 245 209 170 34 858
% within BG insulation 37.2% 31.8% 25.8% 5.2% 100.0%
%withln Tvoe 93.2% 92.5% 94.4% 94.4% 93.3%
% of Total 34.8% 29.8% 24.1% 4.8% 93.3%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within BG Insulation 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Tvoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi Teets
Value df ~ Sia. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chl-Sauare :TOe- 3 .871
Likelihood Ratio .722 3 .868
Linear-by-Linear Association .262 1 .609
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.40.---Value ~SIa.Nominal by Nominal Phi .032 .871
Cramer's V .032 .871
N of Valid Cases 705
BG Insulation • EJctemaI Wa"
Crout.b
EdImIIWeII
1 solid 2C8V1y 3t1mber .. other Total
BG 1yes Count 23 22 2 0 47
Insulation % within BG insulation 48.8% 48.8% 4.aY. .0% 100.0%
% within ExtamaI Wall 8.7% 7.2% 13.3% .0% 8.7%
% of Total 3.aY. 3.1% .aY. .0% 8.7%
2no Count 318 285 13 41 858
% within BG Insulation 48.5% 43.aY. 2.0% 8.2% 100.0%
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% within External Wall 93.3% 92.8% 86.7% 100.0% 93.3%
%ofTotai 45.2% 40.4% 1.8% 5.8% 93.3%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within BG insulation 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chl-8Qu ... T....
Value df Asvrno. Sia. (2-s1ded\
Pearson Chi-Square 4.125· 3 .248
Likelihood Ratio 6.625 3 .085
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.318 1 .251
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have exoeded count less than 5. The minimum count is 1.00 .
..... u...
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .076 .248
Cramer's V .076 .248
N of Valid Cases 70s
BGBS· P~IY Age
Croutab
,ADa
1pre 2between 3betwaen 4 poet Total
1929 1930-1975 197~2006 2007
BGBS 1 yes Count 0 1 0 0 1
% within BGBS .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
%within 'AGe .0% .2"- .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .0% .1% .0% .0% .1%
2no Count 132 427 124 21 704
% within BGBS 18.8% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%withln 'AGe 100.0% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.8% 17.6% 3.0% 99.9%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 70s
% within BGBS 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within Property AGe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df A8YmP. Sill. 12-eidedT
Pearson ChI-Square .648"' 3 .885
Likelihood Ratio .999 3 .801
Linear-by-Linear AssocIatIon .005 1 .945
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have exoeded count less than 5. The minimum count Is .03.
-...
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .030 .885
Cramer'sV .030 .885
N of Valid Cases 70s
BGBS·'" .... Type
Croutab
'TVDe
1 detached 2..,. 3terrecad 4a1ta' Total
d... ched
BGBS 1 yes Count 1 0 0 0 1
% within BGBS 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
%withln Type .4% .0% .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .1% .0% .0% .0% .1%
200 Count 262 226 180 38 704
% within BGBS 37.2% 32.1" 25.6% 5.1% 100.0%
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% within Property Type 99.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 37.2% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 99.9%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within BGBS 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chl-saua ... T....
Value df AsvmD. SIa.12-s1dedl
Pearson Chi-Square 1.683" 3 .641
Likelihood Ratio 1.974 3 .578
Linear-by-Linear Association .821 1 .385
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (SO.O%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .05...........
Value Aoorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .049 .641
Cramer's V .049 .641
N of Valid Cases 705
BGBS * External Wall
Croutab
ExtamaIWaI
1 solid 2 cavttv 3timber 4 other Total
BGBS 1 yes Count 0 1 0 ° 1% within BGBS .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within External Wall .0% .3% .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .0% .1% .0% .0% .1%
2no Count 342 306 15 41 704
% within BGBS 48.6% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 99.7% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 48.5% 43.4% 2.1% 5.8% 99.9%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within BGBS 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
ChI T....
Value df Asvmo.SiD.T2-eldedl
Pearson Chi-Square 1.298· 3 .730
Likelihood Ratio 1.665 3 .645
Llnear-by-Linear Association .089 1 .766
N of Valid Cases 705
a." cells (SO.O%)have e count less than 5. The rninkN.lm counIls .02...........
Value AnnImr. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .043 .730
Clamer'sV .043 .730
N of Valid Cases 705
EIHIIYWu".,IIna of WIt,. Goods * Aa.
Croutab
;~
1pnt 2belween 3belw1en 4poet ToIIII
1929 1130-1875 18~2008 2007
Energy 1 yes Count 25 98 32 5 160
Labellin % within Energy labelling of WhIte 15.8% 81.3% 20.0% 3.1% 100.0%
gof Goods
White %wlthln 'A1J/8 18.9% 22.9% 25.8% 23.8% 22.7%
Goods % of Total 3.5% 13.9% 4.5% .7% 22.7%
2no Count 107 330 92 18 545
%within Energy LabelIng of WhIle 19.8% 80.8% 18.9% 2.9% 100.0%
Goods
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% within property Age 81.1% n.1% 74.2"'- 76.2% n.3%
%ofTotal 15.2"'- 46.8% 13.0% 2.3% 77.3%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Energy LabelHng of White 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Goods
% within property Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chl-sau .... T....
Value df Asymp. Sla. 12-s1ded\
Pearson Chi-Square 1.nO· 3 .621
Likelihood Ratio 1.795 3 .616
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.450 1 .229
N of Valid Cases 705
a.1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum exoected count Is 4.n .
..... u....
Value Aoorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .050 .621
Cramer's V .050 .621
N of Valid Cases 705
En8l1lY LabeilllHJ of White Goods • TYD8
Croutab
TYDE
1 2 ...... 3 4 Total
detached cIaIached I8mIced ohIr
Energy 1 yes Count 62 51 38 9 160
labelling % withinEnergy labelling of White 38.8% 31.9% 23.8'" 5.6% 100.K
of White Goods
Goods % within Type 23.6"- 22.6% 21.1'" 25.0% 22.7%
%ofTotal 8.8% 7.2"- 5.4% 1.3% 22.7%
2no Count 201 175 142 27 545
% within Energy Labellingof WhIte 38.9% 32.1% 26.1% 5.0% 100.K
Goods
%within Tvoe 76.4% n.4% 78.9"- 75.0% 77.3%
%ofTotal 28.5'" 24.8% 20.1'" 3.6% 77.3%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
'" within Energy LabellIng of WhIte 37.3"- 32.1'" 25.5'" 5.1% 100.K
Goods
% within Tvoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.K 100.K
%ofTotal 37.3"- 32.1% 25.5'" 5.1% 100.K
Chi T...
Value df ABYmD.Siii.- (2~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .484· 3 .922
likelihood RatIo .485 3 .922
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation .019 1 .890
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 0 celts (.0%) have e count tess than 5. The minimum count Is 8.17.
Approx. SIa.
=1
Enwgy_ labelling of WhHII Goods • EJctemel Wall
erout.b
ExtamaIWaI
hold 2C11V1ly 3t1rnber 4011er ToUiI
Energy 1yes Count 88 78 5 9 160
LabeIIln '" within Energy I- of WhIle ~ 42.5% 48.8% 3.1% 5.6% 100.0%
got % within External Wall 19.9"- 25.4% 33.3"- 22.0% 22.7%
White %ofTotat 9.6% 11.1% .7% 1.3"- 22.7%
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Goods 2no Count 274 229 10 32 545
% within Energy Labelling of White Goods 50.3% 42.0% 1.8% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wall 80.1% 74.6% 66.7% 78.0% n.3%
%ofTotal 38.9% 32.5% 1.4% 4.5% n.3%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Energy Labeling ofWhite Goods 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within ExtemaI Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi Testa
Value df Asymp. Sla. (2-s1dedf
Pearson Chi-Sauare 3.809' 3 .283
Likelihood Ratio 3.739 3 .291
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation .905 1 .341
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 3.40.
Svmmetrlc ...........
Value ADDrox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .074 .283
Cramer's V .074 .283
N of Valid Cases 705
Council cfIs * Aae
Croeat8b
. /4Qe
1pre 2between 3between 4 post Total
1929 1930-1975 197~2006 2007
Council 1yes Count 30 132 29 7 198
efts % within Council ells 15.2% 66.7% 14.6% 3.5% 100.0%
%withln 'ADe 22.7% 30.8% 23.4"'- 33.3"'- 28.1"'-
% of Total 4.3% 18.7% 4.1"'- 1.0% 28.1%
200 Count 102 296 95 14 507
% within Council efts 20.1% 58.4% 18.7% 2.8% 100.0%
% within Aiiii n.3% 69.2% 76.6"'- 66.7% 71.9%
% of Total 14.5"'- 42.0% 13.5"'- 2.0% 71.9%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Council ells 18.7% 80.7% 17.6"'- 3.0% 100.0%
%withln ../iii8 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 80.7% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value cif AmnP. Sia. (211ded)
Pearson ChI-SQuare 5.127" 3 .183
Likelihood RatIo 5.221 3 .156
Linear-by-Linear Association .174 1 srr
N of Valid cases 705
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mir*num count Is 5.90.---Value ..AoDrox, Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .085 .183
Cramer'sV .085 .183
N of Valid Cases 705
Council ells * TvDe
eraat.b
Tvue
1 detached 2 .... 3tM8ced 401her T...
d... ched
Council 1 yes Count 65 88 53 12 198
cfIs % within CouncIl efta 32.8% 34.3"- 28.8% 8.1% 100.0%
%withln Tvoa 24.7% 30.1% 29.4% 33.3"- 28.1%
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% ofTotal 9.2% 9.6% 7.5% 1.7% 28.1%
2no Count 198 158 127 24 507
% within Council ells 39.1% 31.2% 25.0% 4.7% 100.0%
%within Type 75.3% 69.9% 70.6% 66.7% 71.9%
%ofTotal 28.1% 22.4% 18.0% 3.4% 71.9%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within Council ells 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within,. Tvoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvrno. SIa.12-s1dedl
Pearson Chi-Square 2.584· 3 .460
Likelihood Ratio 2.598 3 .458
Linear-by-Llnear Association 1.736 1 .188
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is 10.11.
s ...........
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .061 .460
Cramer's V .061 .460
N of Valid cases 705
Council cfIs • Extema# 'Nail
Crout.b
External Wall
1 solid 2 cavity 3t1mbar 40thar Total
Council 1 yes Count 89 90 6 13 198
ells % within Council efts 44.K 45.5% 3.0% 6.6% 100.0%
% within External Wall 26.0% 29.3% 40.0% 31.7% 28.1%
% of Total 12.6% 12.8% .9"- 1.8% 28.1%
2no Count 253 217 9 26 507
% within Council efts 49.9"- 42.8% 1.8% 5.5% 100.0%
% within External Wall 74.0% 70.7% 80.0% &8.3% 71.9"-
% of Total 35.9"- 30.8% 1.3% 4.0% 71.9"-
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within CouncB efts 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo.SiIi. (2~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.271· 3 .518
Likelihood Ratio 2.202 3 .531
Llnear-bv-Llnear AssocIation 1.310 1 .252
N of Valid Cases 705
8. 1 cells (12.5%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 4.21 .
.........
Value ADorox.Ski
Nominal by Nominal Phi .057 .518
Cramer's V .057 .518
N of Valid Cases 70s
SuPlJllers en. • Age
Croat8b
,/IDa
1pre 2between 3between 4poet Total
1929 19»1975 1978-2006 2007
Suppliers 1 yes Count 52 205 55 9 321
ella % within SuDDlienl ells 16.2% 63.9% 17.1% 2.8% 100.0%
%wlthln ,/IDa 39.4% 47.9% 44.4% 42.9% 45.5%
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%ofTotal 7.4% 29.1% 7.8% 1.3% 45.5%
2no Count 80 223 69 12 384
% within Suppliers efts 20.8% 58.1% 18.0% 3.1% 100.0%
% within 'ADa 60.6% 52.1% 55.6% 57.1% 54.5%
% of Total 11.3% 31.6% 9.8% 1.7% 54.5%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within SUDDliersefts 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%within ADa 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi" Tests
Value df Asvmo. SkI. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.101· 3 .376
Likelihood Ratio 3.119 3 .374
Linear-bv-Linear Association .362 1 .547
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is 9.56.
s ...........
Value APProx. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .066 .376
Cramer's V .066 .376
N of Valid Cases 705
SUIHJ//et's cfls * Type
Cr0ut8b
TYl18
1detached 2~ 318rraced 40ther Total
detached
Suppliers 1 yes Count 125 107 74 15 321
efts % within Suppliers 38.9% 33.3% 23.1% 4.7% 100.0%
efts
% within Property 47.5% 47.3% 41.1% 41.7% 45.5%
Type
% of Total 17.7% 15.2% 10.5% 2.1% 45.5%
2no Count 138 119 106 21 384
% within Suppliers 35.9% 31.0% 27.6% 5.5% 100.0%
efts
% within Property 52.5% 52.7% 58.9% 58.3% 54.5%
Type
%ofTotai 19.6% 16.9% 15.0% 3.0% 54.5%
Total Count 283 226 180 36 705
% within Suppliers 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
efts
% within Property 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Type
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
C T....
Value df AavrnD.8kJ.t2-e1ded)
Pearson Ch~u ... 2.358"' 3 .502
Likelihood RatIo 2.367 3 .500
Llnear-by-Llnear AssocIation 1.400 1 .237
N of Valid cases 705
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoectsd count less than 5. The mInInun count Is 16.39 .........
Value ADDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .058 .502
Cramer'sV .058 .502
N of Valid cases 705
Suppl"" dB * E1tf.8maI Wall
Croatab
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ExternaIWai
1 solid 2 cavttv 3t1mber 40ther Total
Suppliers 1yes Count 153 142 7 19 321
efts % within SuDDliers efts 47.7% 44.2% 2.2% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wall 44.7% 46.3% 46.7% 46.3% 45.5%
%ofTotal 21.7% 20.1% 1.0% 2.7% 45.5%
2no Count 189 165 8 22 384
% within SuPDIiers ells 49.2% 43.0% 2.1% 5.7% 100.0%
% within External Wall 55.3% 53.7% 53.3% 53.7% 54.5%
%ofTotal 26.8% 23.4% 1.1% 3.1% 54.5%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within SuPDIiers ells 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi Testa
Value df Asymp. Sla. C2-sldedY
Pearson Chi-Sauare .170- 3 .982
Likelihood Ratio .170 3 .982
Linear-by-Linear Association .091 1 .763
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 8.83.
s .......,..
Value AoProx. Sla .
Nominal by Nominal Phi .016 .982
Cramer's V .016 .982
N of Valid Cases 705
Advice end ADDllences Proatammes
ea.. ProcessIng S
Cales
Valid M.aina Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Are You Doina Your Bit? * 'ADa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Are You Doina Your Bit? * Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Are You Doing Your Bit? * External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% • ProoertY ADa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% * ProoertY Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Commit 20% * External Wall 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
AdonC02·Pro~AQe 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Ad on C02 * Type 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Ad on C02 * External WaH 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Save Today Save Tomorrow * 'ADa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Save Todav Save Tomorrow * Tvoe 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Save Today Save Tomorrow * External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Savers report * 'ADa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Savers rePOrt * Property Tvoe 705 97.8" 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Savers reDOrt* External WaH 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Energy for Good * 'ADa 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Energy for Good * Tvoe 705 97.8" 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
Energy_for Good * External Wall 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
HEC reoort * 'ADa 705 97.8" 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
HEC reDOrt* r I~'Y Tvoe 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
HEC reDOrt* External Wall 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Are You DoIna Your 8If1 • '....
C........
'Aa
1pe 2be1W881. 3between 4post ToIIII
1929 1930-1975 1978-2008 2007
Are You 1 yes Count 14 12 5 0 31
Doing '" within Are You DoIng Yow 45.2% 38.7% 16.1" .0% 100.0%
Your Bit?
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Bit? % within Prooertv Aoe 10.6% 2.8% 4.0% .0% 4.4%
%ofTotal 2.0% 1.7% .7% .0% 4.4%
2 no Count 118 416 119 21 674
% withinAre You DoingYOOIT 17.5% 61.7% 17.7% 3.1% 100.0%
Bit?
% within Property Age 89.4% 97.2% 96.0% 100.0% 95.6%
% of Total 16.7% 59.0% 16.9"- 3.0% 95.6%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% withinAre You DoingYour 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Bit?
% within 'AQe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chl-8QU ... T....
Value df AsvmD. Sla. C2-slded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 15.695- 3 .001
Likelihood Ratio 13.687 3 .003
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.733 1 .005
N of Valid Cases 705
8. 1 cells (12.5%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is .92...........
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .149 .001
Cramer's V .149 .001
N of Valid Cases 705
Are You Doing Your Bit? • J\IDe
Croutab
Typt
1 detached 2semi- 3tanacad 40thar Total
detached
Are You 1yes Count 10 9 12 0 31
Doing %withinAre You DoIng YOOIT 32.3% 29.0% 38.7% .0% 100.0%
Your Bit?
Bit? % within 'utI""'Y Type 3.6% 4.0% 6.7% .0% 4.4%
%ofTotaI 1.4% 1.3% 1.7% .0% 4.4%
200 Count 253 217 168 36 674
%withinAre You DoIng YOOIT 37.5% 32.2% 24.9% 5.3% 100.0%
Bit?
% within Type 96.2% 96.0% 93.3% 100.0% 95.6%
%ofTotal 35.9% 30.8% 23.8% 5.1% 95.6%
Total Count 283 226 180 36 705
%withinAre You Doing YOOIT 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Bit?
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Ch T...
Value df Aaymp. SID. (2-ek1ed)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.175"' 3 .243
Likelihood RatIo 5.480 3 .140
Llnear-bv-llnear AssocIatIon .011 1 .917
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have e count less than 5. The minknum count la 1.58.---Value ADorox. SID.Nominal by NomInal PhI .077 .243
Cramer's V .077 .243
N of Velid Cases 705
I I
Are You ;: Your BIt? • EJttemIJIw.tI
ExtamaIWai
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1 solid 2 cavity 3t1mber 4 other Total
Are You 1yes Count 22 9 0 0 31
Doing Your % withinAre You Doing Your Bit? 71.0% 29.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Bit? % within External Wall 6.4% 2.9% .0% .0% 4.4%
%ofTotal 3.1% 1.3% .0% .0% 4.4%
2no Count 320 298 15 41 674
% withinAre You Doing YOOI Bit? 47.5% 44.2% 2.2% 6.1% 100.0%
% within External Wall 93.6% 97.1% 100.0% 100.0% 95.6%
% ofTota! 45.4% 42.3% 2.1% 5.8% 95.6%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% withinAre You DoIng YOOI Bit? 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTota! 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi T_ts
Value df AsvrnD. SkJ.(2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.515- 3 .057
Likelihood Ratio 9.772 3 .021
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.047 1 .014
N of Valid Cases 705
8. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is .66..........
Value Aoorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .103 .057
Cramer's V .103 .057
N of Valid Cases 705
Commn2O%* Age
C."...
.ADa
1pre 2between 3between 4 post Total
1929 19»1975 197~2006 2007
Commit 1 yes Count 2 8 2 0 12
20% % within Commit 20% 16.7% 88.7% 18.7% .0% 100.0%
% within ADa 1.5"- 1.9% 1.6% .0% 1.7%
%ofTotai .3"- 1.1"- .3"- .0% 1.7%
2no Count 130 420 122 21 893
% within Commit 20% 18.8% 80.8% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthln .NIte 98.5"- 98.1"- 98.4"- 100.0% 98.3"-
%ofTotai 18.4"- 58.8% 17.3% 3.0% 98.3%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within CommIt 20% 18.7% 80.7% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
%within , ArlIe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 18.7% 80.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Aavmo.-Sla. (2-eldedl
Pearson ChI-SQuare .488"' 3 .928
Likelihood RatIo .825 3 .844
Llnear-by-Linaar AssocIatIon .059 1 .808
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 3 cells (37.5%) have. count less thM 5. The "**'tum count •. 38.
Approx. SIp.
Commit 20% * ~ Trp!
I I T
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1 detached 2semi- 3 terraced 4 other Total
detached
Commit 1 yes Count 5 4 3 0 12
20% % within Commit 20% 41.7% 33.3% 25.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Tvoe 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% .0% 1.7%
%ofTotal .7% .6% .4% .0% 1.7%
2no Count 258 222 1n 36 693
% within Commit 20% 37.2% 32.0% 25.5% 5.2% 100.0%
%withln Tvoe 98.1% 98.2% 98.3% 100.0% 98.3%
%ofTotal 36.6% 31.5% 25.1% 5.1% 98.3%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within Commit 20% 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within r Tvoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo.-Sla. '2-s1dedl
Pearson Chi-Square .693· 3 .875
likelihood Ratio 1.304 3 .728
Linear-by-Llnear Association .543 1 .461
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count 18.61.
-.....
Value ADDrox. Ski
Nominal by Nominal Phi .031 .875
Cramet"s V .031 .875
N of Valid cases 705
Commit 20% * EJcCernI wan C.......,
ExIamaIWaII
1 solid 2 cavtly 3tlmber 40ther Total
Commit 1 yes Count 7 5 0 0 12
20% % within Commit 20% 58.3% 41.7% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 2.0% 1.8% .0% .0% 1.7%
%ofTotal 1.0% .7% .0% .0% 1.7%
2no Count 335 302 15 41 693
% within Commit 20% 48.3% 43.6% 2.2% 5.ft. 100.0%
% within ExtemaI waa 98.0% 98.4% 100.0% 100.0% 98.3%
%ofTotai 47.5% 42.8% 2.1% 5.8% 98.3%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Commit 20% 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within ExtemaI wan 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
C T...
Value df Asvmo. SIa. t24deci}
Pearson Ch~uare 1~ 3 .748
Likelihood Ratio 2.161 3 .540
lInear-bv-Llnear AssocIation 1.114 1 .291
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have count less than 5. The mInknum count • .28.
Appro!. SIp.
I I
Acton Co, * ~Ap
Croeat.b
I
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1 pre 1929 2batween 3between 4 post2007 Total
1930-1975 1976-2006
Acton 1yes Count 7 13 6 1 27
CO2 % within Act on CO:! 25.9% 48.1% 22.2% 3.7% 100.0%
%within ' AI;Je 5.3% 3.0% 4.8% 4.8% 3.8%
%ofTotal 1.0% 1.8% .9% .1% 3.8%
2no Count 125 415 118 20 678
% within Act on CO:! 18.4% 61.2% 17.4% 2.9% 100.0%
% within property AQe 94.7% 97.0"- 95.2"- 95.2% 96.2%
%ofTotal 17.1"- 58.9% 16.7% 2.8% 96.2%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Act on CO:! 18.1"- 60.1"- 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%within .- rAlJe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.1"- 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi'" T....
Value df Asvmo.SIa. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.900" 3 .593
Likelihood Ratio 1.844 3 .605
Linear-by-Llnear Association .007 1 .932
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la .80.
-......
Value ADDn:iic. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .052 .593
Crame(sV .052 .593
N of Valid Cases 705
Acton C02·- Tne
C.......
Twa
1 detached 2 ..... 3 tan"ac8d 401her Total
detached
/V;ton 1 yes Count 6 8 11 2 27
CO2 % within /V;t on Co, 22.2% 29.8% 40.7% 7.4% 100.0%
%wlthln Type 2.3% 3.5% 6.1% 5.8% 3.8%
%ofTotal .9% 1.1% 1.8% .3% 3.8%
200 Count 257 218 189 34 678
% within Act on Co, 37.9% 32.2% 24.9% 5.0% 100.0%
%wlthln Type 97.7% 96.5% 93.9% 94.4% 96.2"-
%ofTotal 36.5% 30.9% 24.0% 4.8% 96.2%
Total Count 263 228 180 36 705
% within Act on Co, 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
C T....
Value df AnrnD.SkI. l2-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQua'e 4.~ 3 .204
likelihood Ratio 4.489 3 .215
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIation 3.041 1 .081
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have count less than 5. The minimum CCU1IIs 1.38 .......
Value A.-,SiII.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .081 .204
Cramel'sV .081 .204
N of Valid cases 705
Act on Co2 • EJCtemaI wan
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1 solid 2cav1ty 3t1mber 40ther Total
Acton CO2 1 yes Count 16 11 0 0 27
% within Act on C(h 59.3% 40.7% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 4.7% 3.6% .0% .0% 3.8%
% ofTatal 2.3% 1.6% .0% .0% 3.8%
2no Count 326 296 15 41 678
% within Act on C(h 48.1% 43.7% 2.2% 6.0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 95.3% 96.4% 100.0% 100.0% 96.2%
% of Total 46.2% 42.0% 2.1% 5.8% 96.2%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Act on C(h 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTatal 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi Testa
Value df Aa~~j_2-sldedj_
Pearson Chi-Sauare 2.949" 3 .399
Likelihood Ratio 5.051 3 .168
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation 2.725 1 .099
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have exP8ded count less than 5. The minimum count la .57.
c ..........
Value ~~
Nominal by Nominal Phi .065 .399
Cramer's V .065 .399
N of Valid Cases 705
Save Todav Save TomotrDW * '.4.-
Crosat.b '.1 prw 2betw1en 3between 4poet Teal1829 1930-1875 1978-2008 2007
Save 1 Count 5 7 2 0 14
Today yes % within Save Today Save Tomonow 35.7% 50.0% 14.3% .0% 100.0%
Save % within ,Age 3.8% 1.8% 1.8% .0% 2.0%Tomorrow % of Total .7% 1.0% .3% .0% 2.0%
2no Count 127 421 122 21 891
% within Save Today Save Tomonow 18.4% 60.9% 17.7% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthin ,Age 96.2% 98.4% 98.4% 100.0% 88.0%
%ofTatal 18.0% 59.7% 17.3% 3.0% 98.0%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Save Today Save Tomonow 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthin ADe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
C T....
Value df ~_SIg,j_2-eldedj_
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.98Ij 3 .394
Likelihood RatIo 2.988 3 .397
Linear-by-linear Asaociation 2.048 1 .152
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 3 cells (37.5%) have count .... than 5. The mIr*num couNII.42.
Appro!. SIa. ~I
Appendix 0
1 2..,.. 3 .. TcMI
detached detached terraced other
Save 1 yes Count .. 3 6 1 14
Today % within Save Today Save Tomorrow 28.6% 21.4% 42.9% 7.1% 100.0%
Save % within Property Type 1.5% 1.3% 3.3% 2.8% 2.0%Tomorrow %ofTofal .6% .4% .9% .1% 2.0%
2no Count 259 223 174 35 691
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 37.5% 32.3% 25.2% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Property Type 98.5% 98.7% 96.7% 972 98.0%
%
% of Total 36.7% 31.6% 24.7% 5.0% 98.0%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% withinr_. .........J" Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.~ 100.0%
%ofTofal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi Tests
Value df ~.~_12-s1ded_l
Pearson ChI-SQuare 2.591- 3 .459
Likelihood Ratio 2.388 3 .496
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation 1.161 1 .281
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 3 cells (37.5%) have eXPeCtedcount less than 5. The minimum count Is .71........,..
Value ~._§!g,
Nominal by Nominal Phi .061 .459
Crame(sV .061 .459
N of Valid Cases 705
Sa Tod Save J;ve .v omotrOW
CroMtab
ExtemaIWai
11011d 2_CIMty 3t1mber .. other TotIII
Save 1 Count 10 4 0 0 14
Today yes % within Save Today Save Tomonow 71.4% 28.6% .0% .0% 100.0%
Save % within External Wall 2.9% 1.3% .0% .0% 2.0%Tomorrow %ofTotaI 1.4% .6% .0% .0% 2.0%
2no Count 332 303 15 41 691
% within Save Today Save Tomonow 48.0% 43.8% 2..2% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wall 97.1% 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% 98.0%
%ofTotal 47.1% 43.0% 2.1% 5.8% 98.0%
TOlai Count 342 307 15 41 70s
% within Save Today Save Tomorrow 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Tests
Value cif Asymp. 5Ig. 12-s1ded}
Pearson Chl-Sauare 3.4tL_ 3 .332
Likelihood Ratio 4.435 3 218
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIatIon 2.722 1 .099
N of Valid Cases 70s
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have count lees than 5. The r'*'Inum count II .30.
Appox.Sia·
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1 pre 2between 3between 4post Total
1929 1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
Savers 1 yes Count 6 25 7 0 38
report % within Savers report 15.8% 65.8% 18.4% .0% 100.0%
%within Me 4.5% 5.8% 5.6% .0% 5.4%
% of Total .9"- 3.5% 1.0% .0% 5.4%
2no Count 126 403 117 21 667
% within Savers rePOrt 18.9"- 60.4% 17.5% 3.1% 100.0%
% within Aaa 95.5% 94.2% 94.4% 100.0% 94.6%
% of Total 17.9"- 57.2% 16.6% 3.0% 94.6%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Savers report 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within Property Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df Aaymp. Sill. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.568" 3 .667
Likelihood Ratio 2.704 3 .440
Linear-by-Linear Association .040 1 .841
N of Valid Cases 705
8. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is 1.13.
-.....
Value ADOrOx. SIG.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .047 .667
Cramer's V .047 .667
N of Valid Cases 705
SavetS report • PI'ODertY TYDe
Craat.Ib
Type
1 detached 2 semi- 3~ 40ther Total
detached
Savers 1 yes Count 14 15 8 1 36
report % within Savers report 38.8% 38.5% 21.1% 2.6% 100.0%
%within Type 5.3% 8.6% 4.4% 2.8% 5.4%
% of Total 2.0% 2.1% 1.1% .1% 5.4%
2no Count 249 211 172 35 667
% within Savers report 37.3% 31.6% 25.8% 5.2% 100.0%
%within Type 94.7% 93.4% 95.6% 97.2% 94.8%
% of Total 35.3% 29.9% 24.4% 5.0% 94.8%
Total Count 263 228 180 38 705
% within Savers_~ 37.3% 32.1% 25.5"- 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi T....
V.. df AmnP. SIa. (2.aded)
Pearson Chi-SQu.-e 1.489" 3 .885
Likelihood RatIo 1.562 3 .888
Llnear-bv-llnear AssocIation .540 1 .482
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have • count less than 5. The "**""'" COUIWla 1.84.
Approx. SIa.
=1
I I
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1 solid 2ca~ 311mber 4 other Total
Savers 1 yes Count 18 19 0 1 38
report % within Savers report 47.4% SO.O% .0% 2.6% 100.0%
% within External Wall 5.3% 6.2% .0% 2.4% 5.4%
%ofTotal 2.6% 2.7% .0% .1% 5.4%
200 Count 324 288 15 40 687
% within Savers report 48.6% 43.2% 2.2% 6.0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 94.7% 93.8% 100.0% 97.6% 94.6%
%ofTotai 46.0% 40.9% 2.1% 5.7% 94.6%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Savers report 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df ~_§!g,j_2-eldedj_
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.950"' 3 .583
Likelihood Ratio 2.912 3 .405
Linear-by-Linear Association .471 1 .493
N of Valid Cases 705
a.2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .81 ...........
Value ~~
Nominal by Nominal Phi .053 .583
Cramer's V .053 .583
N of Valid Cases 705
EtHIIJIY toT Good * Properly Age
CrosatM
'AlIa
1 pre 2between 3betwaen 4 post Total
1929 1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
Energy 1 yes Count 0 1 0 0 1
for % within Energy for Good .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Good %wlthln 'AGe .0% .2% .0% .0% .1%
%ofTotal .0% .1% .0% .0% .1%
200 Count 132 427 124 21 704
% within ~~ for Good 18.8% 80.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthln ' AI1ie 100.0% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 18.7% 80.6% 17.6% 3.0% 99.9%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Enerav for Good 18.7% 80.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthln Aoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 80.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
C T....
Value cif ~.__§Ig._g_-eIded}
Pearson ChI-SQuare .648"' 3 .885
Likelihood Ratio .999 3 .801
Llnear-bv-Llnear AssocIation .005 1 .945
N of Valid Cases 705
a.4 cells (SO.O%)have expected count less than 5. The mInk'IUm counIla .03.
En!IJIY for Good * PruperW Type
I C........
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1 detached 2sem!- 3 tarTaced 4 other Total
detached
Energy 1 yes Count 1 0 0 0 1
for % within Energy for Good 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Good % within ,'_,yType .4% .0% .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .1% .0"'- .0% .0% .1%
200 Count 262 226 180 36 704
% within Energy for Good 37.2% 32.1% 25.6% 5.1% 100.0%
% within property Type 99.6"'- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.K
% ofTotal 37.2% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 99.K
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within Energy for Good 37.3"'- 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value df AsvmD. Sia. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.~ 3 .641
Likelihood Ratio 1.974 3 .578
Linear-by-Llnear Association .821 1 .365
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is .05•.........
Value ADDIOx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .049 .641
Cramer's V .049 .641
N of Valid Cases 705
S toT Good • EJdenNII W "=tHIIfIV • ero.... b
External Wall
11011d 2aMtv 3timber .. other Total
Energy for 1 yes Count 0 1 0 0 1
Good % within Enerav for Good .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within External Wall .0% .3% .0% .0% .1%
% of Total .0% .1% .0% .0% .1%
200 Count 342 308 15 41 704
% within Energy for Good 48.6% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within ExtamaI Wall 100.0% 99.7% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
% of Total 48.5% 43.4% 2.1% 5.8% 99.9%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within Energy for Good 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within ExtamaI WtIIA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofToIal 48.S% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
C T....
Value df AmnD. SIa. (2-eided\
Pearson Chi-Square 1.298"' 3 .730
Likelihood RatIo 1.685 3 .645
LInear-b I1- AssocIation .089 1 .768
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (50.O%) haw count Ieaa than S. The INnInun couMla.02.
Appro!. SiR.
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1 pre 1929 2between 3 between 4 post Total
1930-1975 1976-2006 2007
HEC 1 yes Count 10 23 7 2 42
report % within HEC report 23.8% 54.8% 16.7% 4.8% 100.0%
%within 'Age 7.6% 5.4% 5.6% 9.5% 6.0%
% of Total 1.4% 3.3% 1.0% .3% 6.0%
2no Count 122 405 117 19 663
% within HEC report 18.4% 61.1% 17.6% 2.9% 100.0%
% within 'Aaa 92.4% 94.6% 94.4% 90.5% 94.0%
%ofTotal 17.3% 57.4% 16.6% 2.7% 94.0%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within HEC report 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within property Age 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chi Tests
Value df Asvmo. Sla. (2...1dec:I)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.37&- 3 .711
Likelihood Ratio 1.269 3 .737
Linear-by-linear Association .055 1 .814
N of Valid Cases 705
a.1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is 1.25.
-.....
Value Approx. Sm.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .044 .711
Cramer's V .044 .711
N of Valid cases 705
HEC rel'O" * Properly Type
CrosatM
Tvoe
1 detached 2 ..... 3tanacec:1 401her Total
detached
HEC 1 yes Count 18 15 10 1 42
report % within HEC report 38.1% 35.7% 23.8% 2.4% 100.0%
%wlthin .yType 6.1% 8.8% 5.8% 2.8% 8.0%
% of Total 2.3% 2.1% 1.4% .1% 8.0%
2no Count 247 211 170 35 663
% within HEC repoft 37.3% 31.8% 25.8% 5.3% 100.0%
%wlthin Type 93.9% 93.4% 94.4% 97.2% 94.0%
% of Total 35.0% 29.9% 24.1% 5.0% 94.0%
Total Count 263 228 160 38 705
% within HEC report 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Tvoe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
C T....
Vallie df Aavrno. SIa.'2 ....ldec:n
Pearson Chi-Sauare .895" 3 .827
Likelihood RatIo 1.042 3 .791
Linear-by-Linear Association .558 1 .455
N of Valid Cases 705
a.1 cells (12.5%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 2.14.---Value Aaarox. Sia.Nominal by Nominal Phi .038 .827
Cramer's V .038 .827
N of Valid Caeea 705
HEC I!pO!f • EJcfetMI wall
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1 solid 2 cavity 3tlmber 4 other Total
HEC report 1 yes Count 21 20 0 1 42
% within HEC report 50.0% 47.6% .0% 2.4% 100.0%
% within External Wall 6.1% 6.5% .0% 2.4% 6.0%
% of Total 3.0% 2.8% .0% .1% 6.0%
2no Count 321 287 15 40 663
% within HEC report 48.4% 43.3% 2.3% 6.0% 100.0%
% within External Wall 93.9% 93.5% 100.0% 97.6% 94.0%
% ofTatal 45.5% 40.7% 2.1% 5.7% 94.0%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within HEC report 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTatal 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
Chi T.ts
Value df Aaymp. SIg. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.04r 3 .563
Likelihood Ratio 3.181 3 .365
Linear-by-Linear Association .914 1 .339
N of Valid Cases 705
8.2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is .89.
s .........
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .054 .563
Cramer's V .054 .563
N of Valid Cases 705
Renewable en8IflY I.echnoloaJl
Cae ProceaIna
Cases
Valid M.18ina Total
N Peroent N Parcant N Percent
PV * Property Age 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
vv: Type 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
PV * External Wall 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies * Property Age 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies • Property Type 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
Clear Skies • External Wall 705 97.8% 16 2.2% 721 100.0%
LCBp· Age 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
LCBP • Property Type 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
LCBP • External Wall 705 97.8% 18 2.2% 721 100.0%
PV* .... ....,AtIe
en..tab
'1Ge
1pre 2 bet"" • .., 3betwean 4poet Total
1929 1930-1975 197&-2008 2007
PV 1yes Count 0 8 1 0 7
%within PV .0% 85.7% 14.3% .0% 100.0%
% within Property Aaa .0% 1.4% .8% .0% 1.0%
% ofTota! .0% .9% .1% .0% 1.0%
2no Count 132 422 123 21 898
%wlthlnPV 18.9% 80.5% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthin 'AGe 100.0% 98.8% 99.2% 100.0% 99.0%
%ofTotai 18.7% 59.9% 17.4% 3.0% 99.0%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
%wlthinPV 18.7% 80.7% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
%wlthln 'AGe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 18.7% 80.7% 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
Chl8C;T ...
........ !!!IJ.~I I
.511
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likelihood Ratio 3.746 3 .290
linear-by-linear Association .132 1 .717
N of Valid Cases 705
a.4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is .21.
-.....
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .057 .511
Cramer's V .057 .511
N of Valid Cases 705
PV*ProD8l1YTYJNt
Croutab
Type
1detached 2 semi- 3terraced 40ther Total
detached
PV 1 yes Count 3 0 4 ° 7%wHhlnPII 42.9% .0% 57.1% .0% 100.0%
% wHhln Property Type 1.1% .0% 2.2% .0% 1.0%
% of Total .4% .0% .6% .0% 1.0%
200 Count 260 226 176 36 698
%wHhlnPV 37.2% 32.4% 25.2% 5.2% 100.0%
%wHhln Type 98.9% 100.0% 97.8% 100.0% 99.0%
%ofTotal 36.9% 32.1% 25.0% 5.1% 99.0%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
%wHhlnPII 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Pro~ 1YPe 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
C T....
Value df Aavmo. sa. (2-s1ded)
Pearson ChI-SQuare 5.453"' 3 .141
Likelihood RatIo 7.332 3 .062
L1near-by-llnea- AssocIation .016 1 .901
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (SO.O%)have e............. count less than 5. The minimum count II .36.
-.....
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .088 .141
Cramer's V .088 .141
N of Valid Cases 705
PV *Extema' WaU ero......
ExWnaIWaI
1 solid 2 cavity 3t1mber 4ather Total
PV 1 yes Count 3 4 0 0 7
%wHhinPV 42.9% 57.1% .0% .0% 100.0%
% wHhin External Wall .9% 1.3% .0% .0% 1.0%
% of Total .4% .6% .0% .0% 1.0%
200 Count 339 303 15 41 698
%wlthln PII 48.6% 43.4% 2.1% 5.9% 100.0%
% wHhin External Wall 99.1% 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% 99.0%
% of Total 48.1% 43.0% 2.1% 5.6% 99.0%
Total Count 342 3IJ7 15 41 705
% within PII 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofToIaI 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
ChI ...... T....
df
Likelihood RatIo
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Linear-bv-Linear Association I .1451 1 I .704
N of Valid Cases 1 705 I I
a.4 cells (50.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum expected count Is .15.
-.....
Value Aoorox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .036 .823
Cramer's V .036 .823
N of Valid Cases 705
Clear Slcles * Age
CroubIb
Aoe
1 pre 2between 3between 4poet Total
1929 193G-1975 1976-2006 2007
Clear 1 yes Count 0 5 2 0 7
Skies % within Clear Skies .0% 71.4% 28.6% .0% 100.0%
%within ' Aote .0% 1.2% 1.6% .0% 1.0%
% ofTotai .0% .7% .3% .0% 1.0%
2no Count 132 423 122 21 898
% within Clear Skies 18.9% 60.6% 17.5% 3.0% 100.0%
%within 'Ana 100.0% 98.8% 98.4% 100.0% 99.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.0% 17.3% 3.0% 99.0%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within Clear Skies 18.7% 60.7% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
% within ;/iiiii 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 18.7% 60.7% 17.8% 3.0% 100.0%
C T....
Value df Aaymp. SIa. (2-.1ded)
Pearson Chl-Sauare 2.153" 3 .541
Likelihood Ratio 3.588 3 .310
Linear-bv-Llnear Association .830 1 .362
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The mIr*num count •. 21.
-.....
Value Aoorox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .056 .541
Cramer's V .056 .541
N of Valid Cases 705
Clear Slcles * 'Type
Croatllb
Type
1 detached 2 ..... 3t1r1'ac8d 40ther Total
detached
Clear 1 yes Count 4 0 2 1 7
Skies % within Clear Skies 57.1% .0% 28.8% 14.3% 100.0%
%withln Tvoa 1.5% .0% 1.1% 2.8% 1.0%
% of Total .8% .0% .3"- .1% 1.0%
200 Count 259 228 178 35 888
% within Clear SkIes 37.1% 32...% 25.5% 5.0% 100.0%
%wlthin Tvoe 98.5% 100.0% 98.9% 97.2% 99.0%
% of Total 36.7% 32.1% 25.2% 5.0% 99.0%
Total Count 283 228 180 38 705
% within Clear Skies 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
%wtthln Tvoa 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
.240
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Likelihood Ratio 5.961 3 .114
Linear-bv-Linear Association .195 1 .659
N of Valid Cases 705
a.4 cells (SO.O%)have expected count less than 5. The minimum e count Is .36...........
Value AoDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .on .240
Cramer's V .on .240
N of Valid Cases 705
Clear Skies • EJdemal Wall
Croutab
ExtemaIWaI
1 solid 2 cavttv 3t1mber 40ther Total
Clear 1 yes Count 3 4 0 0 7
Skies % within Clear Skies 42.9% 57.1% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within External Wall .9% 1.3% .0% .0% 1.0%
% of Total .4% .6% .0% .0% 1.0%
2no Count 339 303 15 41 698
% within Clear Skies 48.6% 43.4% 2.1% 5.9% 100.0%
% within External Wall 99.1% 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% 99.0%
% of Total 48.1% 43.0% 2.1% 5.8% 99.0%
Total Count 342 31)7 15 41 705
% within Clear Skies 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.6% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value df AsYmo. SIa.T2-aidedl
Pearson Chi-Square .908" 3 .823
likelihood Ratio 1.439 3 .698
Llnear-bv-Linear Association .145 1 .704
N of Valid Cases 705
a. 4 cells (SO.O%)have eXDected count less than 5. The mlr*num count Is .15.
s ..........
Value ADorox.. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .036 .823
Cramer's V .036 .823
N of Valid Cases 705
LCBp· Age
C........
rNlte
1pre 2belween 3between 4poet2007 Total
1929 1930-1975 1976-2008
LCBP 1 yes Count 0 5 1 0 6
% within LCBP .0% 83.~ 16.7% .0% 100.0%
%wlthln 'ADa .0% 1.2% .8% .0% .9%
% of Total .0% .7% .1% .0% .9%
200 Count 132 423 123 21 699
% within LCBP 18.9% 60.~ 17.6% 3.0% 100.0%
% within 'Aaa 100.0% 98.8% 99.2% 100.0% 99.1%
% of Total 18.7% 60.0% 17.4'% 3.0% 99.1%
Total Count 132 428 124 21 705
% within LCBP 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.ft. 100.0%
% within ADa 100.0% 100.ft. 100.0% 100.ft. 1oo.ft.
% of Total 18.7% 60.7% 17.6% 3.ft. 100.0%
Llkallhood RatIo
dfI-~-
286
Appendix 0
Linear-by-Linear Association I .1n I 1 I .674
N of Valid Cases I 705 I
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum
I
count Is .18.
s ...........
Value -Aoorox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .051 .609
Cramer's V .051 .609
N of Valid Cases 705
LCBp·'" ....Ttl".
Croatab
Tvoe
1detached 2seml- 3 terraced 4 ather Total
detached
LCBP 1 yes Count 3 1 1 1 6
%wHhinLCBP SO.O% 16.1"- 16.1"- 16.1"- 100.0%
%wHhin Tvoe 1.1% .4% .6% 2.8% .9%
%ofTotal .4% .1% .1% .1% .9"-
2no Count 260 225 179 35 699
% within LCBP 37.2% 32.2"- 25.6% 5.0% 100.0%
%within Tvoe 98.9"- 99.6% 99.4% 97.2"- 99.1%
% of Total 36.9"- 31.9"- 25.4% 5.0"- 99.1%
Total Count 263 226 180 36 705
% within LCBP 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
% within Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.3% 32.1% 25.5% 5.1% 100.0%
C T....
Value cif AavmD. SIa. (2~T
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.479" 3 .479
Likelihood Ratio 1.983 3 .576
Linear-by-Linear Association .256 1 .613
N of Valid Cases 705
a.4 cells (SO.O%)have e count less than 5. The mInknum counIls .31.---Value ADDmX. Sla.Nominal by Nominal Phi .059 .479
Cramer's V .059 .479
N of Valid Cases 705
LCBP • Exfem.' w.n
C........
ExIemIIIW ..
1 8CIIid 2C8V1ty 3t1mber 4ather Total
LCBP 1 yes Count 3 2 0 1 6
% within LCBP SO.O% 33.3% .0% 16.1"- 100.0%
% within External Wall .9"- .1"- .0% 2.4% .9"-
% of Total .4% .:nr. .0% .1% .9"-
2no Count 339 305 15 40 699
% within LCBP 48.5% 43.8% 2.1% 5.1"- 100.0"-
% within External Wall 99.1% 99.:nr. 100.0"- 97.8% 99.1%
% of Total 48.1% 43.:nr. 2.1% 5.1"- 99.1%
Total Count 342 307 15 41 705
% within LCBP 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within External Wall 100.0"- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 43.5% 2.1% 5.8% 100.0%
C T...
VIIIue cif AiVrnD. SIa. 12~)
Pearson ChI-Square 1.502"' 3 .882
likelihood RatIo 1.231 3 .748
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Linear-bv-Linear Association I .535T 1 I .465
N of Valid Cases I 7051 I
a.4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .13.
Symmetric ...........
Value AOOrox. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .046 .682
Cramer's V .046 .682
N of Valid Cases 705
4 What are the most and the least liked aspects of a programme and which need
improvements?
Kendall's tau_b nonpatametric COI'rfAfIons toT ptOf/t'8Ift",..''_''''_ (QuNfIons 83. IU and as) alNl
re5DOndents' gender (QuestIon mO) andage (QuestIon D11)
Correlations - most liked ,.., ...
Gender Nle (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b Free eft ConeIatIon Coetllclent -.006 -.017
Sig. (2-tallecl) .869 .635
N 712 688
Good value for money Correlation CoetIIcIent .065 .050
Sig. (2-taled\ .082 .152
N 712 688
Educational ConeIation Coefficient -.062 -.058
Sig. (2-talled) .097 .096
N 712 688
Easy to take part in CorTeIatIon CoetIIcIent .045 -.053
Sia. (2-ta11ed) .227 .129
N 712 688
Good service CorTeIatIon CoeftIcIent .035 .066
SIa. (2-talled) .347 .059
N 712 688
CorTeIatIons - .... Diced ..........
Gender Arlt_ (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b Nothing CoIreIatIon Coeftk:Iant .066 -.008
SIa. (2-ta11ed) .080 .818
N 712 888
Missed Opportunity CorrelatIon CoetIIcIent -.041 -.030
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .279 .385
N 712 888
Wasted TIme CorrelatIon Coef'Itciant -.031 .019
Sia. (2-ta11ed) .410 .579
N 712 888
Not Enough Choice Correlation CoafIIciaIIt -.027 .002
Sig. (2-ta1ed) .473 .944
N 712 888
Kendall's tau_b
Incentives
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Eligibility Criteria Correlation CoeffIcIent .061 -.053
Sig. (2-ta1lad) .101 .130
N 712 688
Info on progress Correlation Coefticlent -.020 -.017
Sig. (2-ta1led) .591 .623
N 712 688
TheChI-square fest of Independence for profJIMtmes'''''''", (Questlou B3. IU and 85) and
respondents' aendeI' (Question D10J and"". (Quesflon DffJ
Case Processina moat liked fNtu ...
Cases
Valid MIssIna Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Free eft * Gender 333 48.2% 388 53.8% n1 100.0%
Free eft * Ag_e(Binned) 318 44.1% 403 55.9% n1 100.0%
Good value for money * Gender 333 48.2% 388 53.8% 721 100.0%
Good value for monev * Aaa (Binned) 318 44.1% 403 55.9% 721 100.0%
Educational * Gender 333 48.2% 388 53.8% n1 100.0%
Educational * Age (Binned) 318 44.1% 403 55.9% n1 100.0%
Easy to take part in * Gender 333 48.2% 388 53.8% 721 100.0%
Easy to take part in * Aaa (Binned) 318 44.1% 403 55.9% n1 100.0%
Good service * Gender 333 48.2% 388 53.8% 721 100.0%
Good service * Age (Binned) 318 44.1% 403 55.9% n1 100.0%
Free eft * Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
Free eft 1 yes Count 53 59 112
% within Free eft 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 32.3% 34.9% 33.8%
%ofTotal 15.9% 17.7% 33.6%
2no Count 111 110 221
% within Free eft 50.2% 49.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 67.7% 65.1% 66.4%
% ofTotaI 33.3% 33.0% 66.4%
Total Count 164 169 333
% within Free eft 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
C T....
Value df Aaymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSig.
'2-eldedi 12-e1ded) (1-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .251· 1 .816
Continuity CorrectIonu .148 1 .700
likelihood Ratio .251 1 .818
Fisher's Exact Test .844 .350
Linear-by-Linear AssocIatIon .250 1 .817
N of Valid Cases 333
8.0 cells (.0%) have e count lese than 5. The minimum count 1155.18.
b. Computed onlY for a 2x2 table
-...
V.. a;;v;.,." SkI.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.027 .616
Cramer'sV .027 .816
N of Valid Cases 333
4410r
under
Total
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Free eft 1 yes Count 29 25 24 30 108
% within Free eft 26.9% 23.1% 22.2% 27.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 36.3% 29.4% 30.0% 41.1% 34.0%
%ofTotal 9.1% 7.9% 7.5% 9.4"- 34.0%
2no Count 51 60 56 43 210
% within Free eft 24.3% 28.6% 26.7% 20.5% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 63.8% 70.6% 70.0% 58.9% 66.0%
% of Total 16.0% 18.9% 17.6"- 13.5% 66.0%
Total Count 80 85 80 73 318
% within Free eft 25.2% 26.7% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 25.2% 26.7% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df AsvrnP. SID.12-e1ded\
Pearson Chi-Square 3.1B1f 3 .364
Likelihood Ratio 3.168 3 .368
Linear-by-Linear Association .339 1 .561
N of Valid Cases 318
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 24.79.
,...-....
Value ADorox. SID.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .100 .364
Cramer's V .100 .364
N of Valid Cases 318
Good value formoney
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2f8ma1e Tot.!
Good value for money 1 yes Count 48 37 85
% within Good value for monav 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 29.3% 21.9% 25.5%
%ofTotai 14.4% 11.1% 25.5%
2no Count 118 132 248
% within Good value for mOneY 48.8% 53.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 70.7% 78.1% 74.5%
%ofTotai 34.8% 39.6% 74.5%
Total Count 164 169 333
% within Good value for monav 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
*GencIer
Chi T....
Value df
~~
ExactSig. ExadSig.
a-eidedl 11~\
Pearson ChI-Square 2.381· 1 .123
Continultv CorrectionD 2.009 1 .156
likelihood Ratio 2.385 1 .122
Fisher's Exact Test .133 .078
Llnear-by-Linear Association 2.374 1 .123
N of Valid Cases 333
a.O cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The mInInun CDl.ftt la 41.88.
b. Comouted onlY for a 2x2 table ---Value &-.SiD.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .085 .123
Cramer's V .085 .123
N of Valid Cases 333
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Age Binned)
10ver Between 3 between 441 or Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Good 1 yes Count 23 28.0% 23 12 82
value % within Goodvalue for money 28.0% 28.8% 28.0% 14.6% 100.0%
for % within AQe (Binned) 28.8% 7.2% 28.8% 16.4% 25.8%
money % of Total 7.2% 57 7.2% 3.8% 25.8%
2 no Count 57 24.2% 57 61 236
% within Goodvalue for money 24.2% 71.3% 24.2% 25.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 71.3% 17.9% 71.3% 83.6% 74.2%
% of Tolal 17.9% 80 17.9% 19.2% 74.2%
Total Count 80 25.2% 80 73 318
% withinGoodvalue for money 25.2% 100.0% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 25.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 25.2% 26.7% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.3343 3 .228
Likelihood Ratio 4.647 3 .200
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.520 1 .112
N of Valid Cases 318
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum elill_ected count is 18.82.
Symmetric Measures
Value A.J>2.rox.Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .117 .228
Cramer's V .117 .228
N of Valid Cases 318
Educational * Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Educational 1 yes Count 25 41 66
% within Educational 37.9% 62.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 15.2% 24.3% 19.8%
% of Total 7.5% 12.3% 19.8%
2 no Count 139 128 267
% within Educational 52.1% 47.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 84.8% 75.7% 80.2%
% of Total 41.7% 38.4% 80.2%
Total Count 164 169 333
% within Educational 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Si9. Exact Si9. Exact Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)_
Pearson Chi-Square 4.2583 1 .039
Continuity Correction" 3.709 1 .054
Likelihood Ratio 4.296 1 .038
Fisher's Exact Test .040 .027
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.245 1 .039
N of Valid Cases 333
a. 0 cells (.O%l have expected count less than 5. The minimum elill_ected count is 32.50.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
Symmetric Measures
Value ~ox.Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.113 .039
Cramer's V .113 .039
N of Valid Cases 333
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Educational *Age (BlnnedJ
Crosstab
ivJ8. (Binned)
10ver 2betwaen 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Educati 1 yes Count 13 15 17 20 65
0081 % within Educational 20.0'" 23.1% 26.2% 30.8'" 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 16.3'" 17.6% 21.3% 27.4'" 20.4%
%ofTotal 4.1'" 4.7% 5.3'" 6.3'" 20.4%
2no Count 67 70 63 53 253
% within Educational 26.5'" 27.1"- 24.9"- 20.9% 100.0"-
% within Age (Binned) 83.8'" 82.4% 78.8'" 72.6% 79.6%
%ofTotal 21.1'" 22.0"- 19.8% 16.7% 79.6%
Total Count 80 85 80 73 318
% within Educational 25.2'" 26.7'" 25.2% 23.0% 100.0"-
% within Age (Binned) 100.0"- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0"- 100.0%
%ofTotal 25.2"- 26.7% 25.2'" 23.0% 100.0"-
Chi T....
Value df AavrnP. SIa. 12-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.47S- 3 .324
likelihood Ratio 3.386 3 .336
linear-by-Linear Association 3.191 1 .074
N of Valid Cases 318
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The rnklimum count is 14.92.
-....
Value ADorox. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .105 .324
Crarne(sV .105 .324
N of Valid Cases 318
Easy to take""" In *Gendfw
C.........
Gender
1 male 2fema1e TobII
Easy to take part in 1 yes Count 31 25 56
'" within Easv to take Dart In 55.4% 44.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 18.9% 14.8% 16.8%
% of Total 9.3% 7.5% 18.8%
2no Count 133 144 2n
% within Easy 10take oarf In 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 81.1% 85.2% 83.2%
'" of Total 39.9% 43.2% 83.2%
Total Count 184 169 333
% within Easy to take part In 49.2% SO.8% 100.0%
'" within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 49.2% SO.8% 100.0%
C T....
Value df Aaymp. SIg. ExeclSIg. ExeclSIg.
(2-ekted)- 12-e1ded) (1-1ided)
Pearson Chi-SQu.-e 1.00S" 1 .316
Continuity Correctionu .733 1 .392
Likelihood RatIo 1.008 1 .318
Fisher's Exact Test .380 .196
Llnear-by-Llnear AssocIation 1.002 1 .317
N of Valid Cases 333
8.0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mInInun cooot la 27.58.
b. ComDuted only_for 8 2x2 table
Appro!. Sip.
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Nominal by Nominal Phi .055 .316
Cramer's V .055 .316
N of Valid Cases 333
EaBIf to take part in *Age (BInned)
Crosatab
Aoej Binned)
10ver 2batwaen 3batwaen 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Easy to 1 yes Count 9 14 12 16 51
take part % within Easy to take part in 17.6% 27.5% 23.5% 31.4% 100.0%
in % within Age (Binned) 11.3% 16.5% 15.0% 21.9% 16.0%
% ofTotai 2.8% 4.4% 3.8% 5.0% 16.0%
2no Count 71 71 68 57 267
% within Easy to take part in 26.6% 26.6% 25.5" 21.3" 100.0%
% within Ana (Binned) 88.8% 83.5% 85.0% 78.1% 84.0%
%ofTotai 22.3% 22.3% 21.4" 17.9% 84.0%
Total Count 80 85 80 73 318
% within Easy to take part in 25.2% 26.1"- 25.2"- 23.0% 100.0%
% within Ana (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 25.2% 26.1"- 25.2"- 23.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value cif AaYmD.Skif241ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.312"' 3 .346
Likelihood Ratio 3.288 3 .349
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.581 1 .108
N of Valid Cases 318
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count 1111.71.
-.....
Value ADDrox. SkI.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .102 .348
CramefsV .102 .346
N of Valid Cases 318
Good service *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 ..... 2fem111e Teal
Good service 1 yes Count 26 22 48
% within Good seMce 54.2% 45.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 15.8% 13.0% 14.4"
% of Total 7.8% 8.8% 14.4%
200 Count 138 147 285
% within Good seMce 48.4% 51.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 84.1% 87.0% 85.8%
% ofTolai 41.4% 44.1% 85.8%
Total Count 184 188 333
% within Good service 49.2% SO.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotai 49.2"- SO.8% 100.0%
C T...
Value cl ~~. ExactSig. ExactSig.,2-eldedl (1-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .~ 1 .481
Continuity Correctionu .337 1 .562
Likelihood RatIo .543 1 .481
Fisher's Exact Test .533 .281
Llnear-by-Linear AssocIation .541 1 .482
N of Valid Cases 333
a. 0 cells (.0%) have a count less than 5. The "*'Imum count la 23.84.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
293
Appendix 0
s c ....... ,..
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .040 .461
Cramer's V .040 .461
N of Valid Cases 333
Good s8l'Vice * Age (Binned)
Crosatab
AGe (Binned)
10ver70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Good 1 yes Count 15 15 8 7 45
service % within Good service 33.3% 33.3% 17.8% 15.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 18.8% 17.6% 10.0% 9.6% 14.2%
% of Total 4.7% 4.7% 2.5% 2.2% 14.2%
2no Count 65 70 72 66 273
% within Good service 23.8% 25.6% 26.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 81.3% 82.4% 90.0% 90.4% 85.8%
%ofTotal 20.4% 22.0% 22.6% 20.8% 85.8%
Total Count 80 85 80 73 318
% within Good service 25.2% 26.7% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 25.2"'- 26.7% 25.2% 23.0% 100.0%
Chl---T ....
Value df As~ S~2-e1ded_l
Pearson Chi-SQuare 4.~ 3 .201
Likelihood Ratio 4.718 3 .194
Linear-by-Linear AssociatIon 3.978 1 .046
N of Valid Cases 318
a. 0 cells W%) have expected count less than 5. The mlnknum count la 10.33 .
...........
Value .,_,.,..Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .121 .201
Cramer's V .121 .201
N of Valid Cases 318
c... Proceai__llll -........,....,,_
Cases
Valid _ling Total
N Peroent N Peroant N Percent
Nothing * Gender 227 31.5% 494 68.5% 721 100.0%
Nothina * AGe (Binned) 219 30.4% 502 69.ft 721 100.0%
Missed Opporly_nit}l_* Gender 227 31.5% 494 68.5% 721 100.0%
Missed * Age (Binned) 219 30.4% 502 69.ft 721 100.0%
Wasted Time * Gender 227 31.5% 494 68.5% 721 100.0%
Wasted Time * ADa (Binned) 219 30.4% 502 69.6% 721 100.0%
Not Enouah Choice * Gender 227 31.5% 494 68.5% 721 100.0%
Not Enough Choice *~Binned_l 219 30.4% 502 69.ft 721 100.0%
til. *GenderNo nil
era..t.b
Gender
1 male 2 .... Total
Nothing 1 Yes Count 35 24 59
% within Nothing 59.3% 40.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 32.1% 20.3% 28.0%
% of Total 15.4% 10.ft 28.0%
2no Count 74 94 168
% within No4hIna 44.0% 56.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 67.9% 79.7% 74.0%
% of Total 32.ft 41.4% 74.0%
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Total Count 109 118 227
% within Nothina 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2-aidedf (2-s1ded) (1-s1dedl
Pearson Chl-5auare 4.081- 1 .043
Continuity CorredionD 3.492 1 .062
Likelihood Ratio 4.093 1 .043
Fisher's Exact Test .050 .031
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.063 1 .044
N of Valid Cases 227
a. 0 cells (,0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 28.33.
b. Computed onlv for a 2x2 table
Svmmetrtc -.u...
Value ADorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .134 .043
Cramer's V .134 .043
N of Valid Cases 227
Nothlnll *Aae (BlnnedJ
Croaatab
Aoe (Binned)
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Nothing 1 Yes Count 11 21 13 13 58
% within Nothioo 19.0% 38.2% 22.4% 22.4% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 19.6% 37.5% 23.2"- 25.5% 26.5%
%ofTotal 5.0% 9.6% 5.9% 5.9% 26.5%
200 Count 45 35 43 38 181
% within Nothlna 28.0% 21.7% 26.7% 23.8% 100.0%
% within ADa (Binned) 80.4% 82.5% 18.8% 74.5% 73.5%
% of Total 20.5% 16.0"- 19.8% 17.4% 73.5%
Total Count 58 5& 5& 51 219
% within Nothloo 25.8% 25.6% 25.8% 23.3% 100.0%
% within AIle (Binned) 100.0"- 100.0"- 100.0"- 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 25.8% 25.8% 25.8% 23.3% 100.0%
C T....
Value df AsvmD. SIa. (24ldedl
Pearson Chi-5ausre 5.1~ 3 .160
Likelihood Ratio 5.020 3 .170
Linear-bv-Llnear Association .019 1 .892
N of Valid Cases 219
a, 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mlnlnaJm count la 13.51.---Value ADorox. SIa.Nominal by Nominal Phi .154 .160
Cramer's V .154 .160
N of Valid Cases 219
"Issed- nlty*Gendw
Croue.b
Gender
1 male 2 ....... Total
Missed opportunity 1 yes Count 21 31 52
% within MIssedn.; 40.4% 59.8% 100.0%
% wiIhIn Gender 19.3% 26.3"- 22.9%
% of Total 9.3% 13.1"- 22.9%
200 Count 88 87 175
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% within Missed OPPOrtunity 50.3% 49.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 80.7% 73.7% n.1%
% of Total 38.8% 38.3% n.1%
Total Count 109 118 227
% within Missed Oooortunity 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(2-s1ded) (2-s1ded) C1-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.574- 1 .210
Continuity CorredionD 1.203 1 .273
Likelihood Ratio 1.584 1 .208
Fisher's Exact Test .268 .138
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.568 1 .211
N of Valid Cases 227
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 24.97.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table .........
Value ADProx. Sia.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.083 .210
Cramer's V .083 .210
N of Valid Cases 227
Missed nity *Age (BInned)
Croastab
ADI8 (BInned)
10ver 2be1ween 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Missed 1yes Count 11 12 15 13 51
Opportunity % within Missed Opportunity 21.6% 23.5% 29.4% 25.5% 100.0%
% within AQ8 (Binned) 19.6% 21.4% 26.8% 25.5% 23.3%
%ofTotal 5.0% 5.5% 8.n. 5.9% 23.3%
200 Count 45 44 41 38 188
% within Missed n.....-.nIIu 26.6% 28.2% 24.4% 22.6% 100.0%
% within AQ8 (Binned) 80.4% 78.6% 73.2% 74.5% 78.7%
% of Total 20.5% 20.1% 18.7% 17.4% 78.7%
Total Count 56 56 56 51 218
% within Missed 25.6% 25.8% 25.8% 23.3% 100.0%
% within ADIe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 25.6% 25.8% 25.6% 23.3% 100.0%
C T....
Vaue df AavrnD.SiQ. t2.tded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.04r 3 .780
Likelihood RatIo 1.050 3 .789
Linear-by-Linear Association .810 1 .388
N of Valid Cases 218
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The "*'Imum count la 11.88.--Value ADDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .088 .780
Cramer'sV .088 .780
N of Valid casas 219
w•• ted TIme *Gendw
era..tM
Gender
1 .....
2 __
Total
Wasted Time 1 yes Count 21 29 50
% within Wastad TIme 42.0% 58.0% 100.0%
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% within Gender 19.3% 24.6% 22.0%
% of Total 9.3% 12.8% 22.0%
2no Count 88 89 1n
% within Wasted Time 49.7% 50.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 80.7% 75.4% 78.0%
% of Total 38.8% 39.2"- 78.0%
Total Count 109 118 227
% within Wasted Time 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2-s1dedf (2·.ldecf) (1-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .930"' 1 .335
Continuity_CorrectionD .647 1 .421
Likelihood Ratio .934 1 .334
Fisher's Exact Test .342 .211
Linear-by-Linear Association .926 1 .336
N of Valid Cases 227
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 24.01.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
-....
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.064 .335
Cramer's V .064 .335
N of Valid Cases 227
Wasted nme *Age ~
Croeatab
Aaa( BImed)
10vw 2betwaen 3batween 4410r Total
10 57* 42-56 under
Wasted 1yes Count 16 7 13 10 46
Time % within Wasted Time 34.8% 15.2% 28.3% 21.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 28.6% 12.5% 23.2% 19.6% 21.0%
%ofTotal 7.3% 3.2% 5.9% 4.6% 21.0%
200 Count 40 49 43 41 173
% within Wasted Time 23.1% 28.3% 24.9% 23.7% 100.0%
% within ADa (BInned) 71.4% 87.5% 76.8% 80.4% 79.0%
%ofTotai 18.3% 22.4% 19.6% 18.7% 79.0%
Total Count 56 56 56 51 219
% within Wasted Time 25.6% 25."'" 25.8% 23.3% 100.0%
% within NJe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 25.6% 25.6% 25.6% 23.3% 100.0%
C T....
Value cif Aaymp. sa. C2-e1ded}
Pearson Chi-SOuare 4.598" 3 .204
Likelihood RatIo 4.766 3 .190
Linear-bv-Llnear AssocIation .437 1 .508
N of Valid Cases 219
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoectad count less than 5. The "**'un count 1110.71.
s -....
Value A_ SIa.
Nominal by NomInal Phi .145 .204
Cramer's V .145 .204
N of Valid Cases 219
Not ElJOUfIh ChoIce • GendIIr
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1 male 2 female Total
Not Enough Choice 1 yes Count 20 27 47
% within Not Enough Choice 42.6% 57.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 18.3% 22.9"- 20.7%
% of Total 8.8% 11.9% 20.7%
2no Count 89 91 180
% within Not EIlC)UQhChoice 49.4% SO.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 81.7% n.1% 79.3%
% of Total 39.2% 40.1% 79.3%
Total Count 109 118 227
% within Not Enough ChoIce 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotai 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Chi-et. ._ T...
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
(2-s1dedf (2-s1ded) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .7orr' 1 .400
ContinuitY Correctionu .460 1 .498
Likelihood Ratio .712 1 .399
Fisher's Exact Test .417 .249
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation .706 1 .401
N of Valid Cases 227
a. 0 cells (,0%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 22.57.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
-......
Value Approx. SID.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.058 .400
Cramer's V .058 .400
N of Valid Cases 227
Not Enough Choice • Age
Croatab
Aoa(BImed)
1ov.70 2belween 3belw8en 4410r TeU!57_
42-56 InIIr
Not 1yes Count 12 12 13 10 47
Enough % within Not Enough Choice 25.5% 25.5% 27.7% 21.3% 100.0%
Choice % within ADa (Binned) 21.4% 21.4% 23.2% 19.6% 21.5%
% of Total 5.5% 5.5% 5.9"- 4.6% 21.5%
200 Count 44 44 43 41 172
% within Not Enough Choice 25.6% 25.6% 25.0% 23.8% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 78.8% 78.6% 78.8% 80.4% 78.5%
% ofTotai 20.1% 20.1% 19.6% 18.7% 78.5%
Total Count 56 56 56 51 219
% within Not Enough Choice 25.6% 25.6% 25.6% 23.3% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotaJ 25.6% 25.6% 25.6% 23.3% 100.0%
T....
Value df AIYmD. SID. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .206"' 3 srr
Likelihood RatIo .206 3 sn
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIation .017 1 .895
N of Valid Cases 219
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The IrinInaIm count la 10.95 ........
Value ADorox.. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .031 sn
Cramer's V .031 sn
N of Valid Cases 219
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case Proc:eaina SummarY - .......... needing
Cases
Valid Mlssina Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Publicity * Gender 174 24.1% 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Publicity * Age (Binned) 167 23.2% 554 76.8% 721 100.0%
Advice * Gender 174 24.1% 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Advice * Aae (Binned) 167 23.2% 554 76.8% 721 100.0%
Incentives * Gender 174 24.1% 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Incentives * Age (Binned) 167 23.2% 554 76.8" 721 100.0%
Choice * Gender 174 24.1% 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Choice * Aae (Binned) 167 23.2% 554 76.8% 721 100.0%
Eligibilitv Criteria * Gender 174 24.1% 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Ellaibility Criteria * Aoe (Binned) 167 23.2% 554 76.8% 721 100.0%
Information on Progress * Gender 174 24.1" 547 75.9% 721 100.0%
Information on Progress * Age 167 23.2% 554 76.8" 721 100.0%
(Binned)
Publicity *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
Publicity 1 yes Count 32 43 75
% within Publicity 42.7% 57.3"- 100.0%
% within Gender 42.1% 43.9% 43.1%
% of Total 18.4% 24.7" 43.1"
200 Count 44 55 99
% within Publicity 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 57.9% 56.1" 56.9%
%ofTotal 25.3% 31.6" 56.9%
Total Count 76 98 174
% within Publicitv 43.7% 56.3"- 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 43.7% 56.3" 100.0%
ChI- T....
Value df Aaymp.SIg. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
a-eidedf (2-lId.i\ (1~)
Pearson Chi-Sauare .ossa 1 .815
ContinuitY CorrectIonD .006 1 .936
Likelihood RatIo .055 1 .815
Fisher's Exact Test .878 .469
Linear-bv-Linear Association .055 1 .815
N of Valid Cases 174
8. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count la 32.76.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table .........
Value A_v SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.018 .815
Cramer's V .018 .815
N of Valid Cases 174
Publicity • Aae
a
CroatIIb
Am
1over70 2bettIMn 3between 4410r Totli
57_ 42-56 under
Publicity 1 yes Count 17 15 21 20 73
% within PublIcitv 23.3"- 20.5" 28.ft. 27."" 100.0%
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% within Age (Binned) 38.6% 45.5% 42.9"- 48.8% 43.7%
%ofTotal 10.2% 9.0% 12.6% 12.0% 43.7%
200 Count 27 18 28 21 94
% within Publicity 28.7% 19.1% 29.8% 22.3% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 61.4% 54.5% 57.1% 51.2"- 56.3%
%ofTotal 16.2% 10.8% 16.8% 12.6% 56.3%
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within Publicity 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .944· 3 .815
Likelihood Ratio .946 3 .814
Linear-bv-Linear Association .680 1 .410
N of Valid Cases 167
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 14.43 ..........
Value ~.S_lg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .075 .815
Cramer's V .075 .815
N of Valid Cases 167
Advice * GendeT
Croat.b
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
Advice 1 yes Count 18 22 40
% within Advice 45.0% 55.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 23.7% 22.4% 23.0%
% ofTotai 10.3% 12.8% 23.0%
2no Count 58 76 134
% within Advice 43.3% 58.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 76.3% 77.8% 77.0%
%ofTotal 33.3% 43.7% 77.0%
Total Count 76 98 174
% within AdvIce 43.7% 56.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTatal 43.7% 56.3% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value df Aaymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(2-.1dedi 1_2-.1ded_l 1_1-eldedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare .00T 1 .848
ContinuitY CorrectionD .000 1 .992
Likelihood Ratio .037 1 .848
Fisher's Exact Test .858 .494
Linear-bv-Linear AssocIation .037 1 .848
N of Valid Cases 174
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count 1117.47.
b. ComDUted only for a 2x2 table .........
Value ~SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .015 .848
Cramer's V .015 .848
N of Valid Cases 174
1-·.....{BInn!dl I Aa! (BInned)
Total
300
Appendix 0
57-69 42-56 under
Advice 1 yes Count 9 8 13 7 37
% within Advice 24.3% 21.6% 35.1% 18.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 20.5% 24.2% 26.5% 17.1% 22.2%
%ofTotal 5.4% 4.8% 7.8% 4.2% 22.2%
2no Count 35 25 36 34 130
% within AdvIce 26.9% 19.2% 27.7% 26.2% 100.0%
% within ADa (Binned) 79.5% 75.8% 73.5% 82.9% n.8%
% of Total 21.0% 15.0% 21.6% 20.4% n.8%
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within AdvIce 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
% within ADa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.8% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value cif AmnD. SIa. (2-a1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.31S- 3 .726
Likelihood Ratio 1.330 3 .722
Linear-bv-Linear Association .044 1 .833
N of Valid Cases 167
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 7.31 .
............
Value ADDrox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .089 .726
Cramer's V .089 .726
N of Valid Cases 167
Incentives • Gender
Croat.b
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
Incentives 1 yes Count 13 10 23
% within Incentives 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 17.1% 10.2% 13.2%
% of Total 7.5% 5.7% 13.2%
2no Count 63 88 151
% within Incentives 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 82.9% 89.8% 88.8%
% of Total 36.2% 50.8% 88.8%
Total Count 78 98 174
% within Incentives 43.7% 56.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.7% 56.3% 100.0%
Ch T...
Value cif A8yq). Sill. ExactSig. Exact Sill. (1-
t2~) (241ded) aided)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.nT 1 .182
Continuitv CorrectIonu 1.226 1 .268
Likelihood Ratio 1.762 1 .184
Fisher's Exact Test .258 .134
Linear-by-Unear Association 1.767 1 .184
N of Valid Cases 174
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The rnInmum ccud 1110.05.
b. ComDUted only for a 2x2 table .........
VIIue ADInx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .101 .182
Cramer's V .101 .182
N of Valid Cases 174
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Incentives *Age (SinnedJ
Croutab
hie (Binned)
1over70 2between 3between 4410r Total
57~ 42-56 under
Incentives 1 yes Count 4 4 4 9 21
% within Incentives 19.0% 19.0% 19.0% 42.9% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 9.1% 12.1% 8.2% 22.0% 12.6%
%ofTotal 2.4% 2.4% 2.4% 5.4% 12.6%
2no Count 40 29 45 32 146
% within Incentives 27.4% 19.9% 30.8% 21.9% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 90.9% 87.9% 91.8% 78.0% 87.4%
%ofTotal 24.0% 17.4% 26.9% 19.2'% 87.4%
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within Incentives 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
Chl-$n- ... T....
Value df Asymp. SIa. (2«ted)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.638"' 3 .200
Likelihood Ratio 4.279 3 .233
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.129 1 .145
N of Valid Cases 167
8.1 cells (12.5%l have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 4.15.
_uw.
Value ADIJrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .167 .200
Cramer's V .167 .200
N of Valid Cases 167
ChoIce * Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
Choice 1 yes Count 8 13 21
% within Choice 38.1% 61.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 10.5% 13.3% 12.1%
% of Total 4.6% 7.5% 12.1%
200 Count 68 85 153
% within ChoIce 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 89.5% 86.7% 87.9%
% of Total 39.1% 48.9% 87.9%
Total Count 78 98 174
% within Choice 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value <If Aaymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExactSig.
(24dedf (24ded) (14ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .303"' 1 .582
Continuity Correction" .100 1 .752
Likelihood Ratio .308 1 .580
Fisher's Exact Test .645 .379
Llnear-bY-llnear Association .301 1 .583
N of Valid Cases 174
8.0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mIninum count la 9.17.
b. ComDUted only for a 2x2 table
I_by-I ... 1 v...... 0421 Approx. S!g. .5821
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I Cramer's V
Choice *Age (Binned)
Crout.b
Age Binned)
10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Choice 1 yes Count 5 4 6 6 21
% within Choice 23.8% 19.0% 28.6% 28.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 11.4% 12.1% 12.2% 14.6% 12.6%
%ofTotal 3.0% 2.4% 3.6% 3.6% 12.6%
200 Count 39 29 43 35 146
% within Choice 26.7% 19.9% 29.5% 24.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 88.6% 87.9% 87.8% 85.4% 87.4%
%ofTotal 23.4% 17.4% 25.7% 21.0% 87.4%
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within Choice 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
Chi-Cl T....
Value df ~~j_2-e1dad~
Pearson Chi-SQuare ~ 3 .973
Likelihood Ratio .223 3 .974
Linear-bv-Linear Association .181 1 .670
N of Valid Cases 167
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 4.15 .
..........
Value ~.__SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .037 .973
Cramer's V .037 .973
N of Valid Cases 167
Elllllbllltlf CtfterIa * Gendw
C........
Gender
1 male 21i1ma1e Total
Eligibility Criteria 1 yes Count 12 6 18
% within E11gib111JyCriterIa 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 15ft 6.1% 10.3%
%ofTotai 6.9% 3.4% 10.3%
200 Count 64 92 158
% within Eligibility CriterIa 41.0% 59.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 64.2% 93.9% 88.7%
% of Total 36.8% 52.9% 88.7%
Total Count 76 98 174
% witNn ElIGIbllItvCriterIa 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
C T....
Value df ~, ExactSig. Exact SID. (1-12-eldedl aIdeci)
Pearson ChH)Quare 4.313"' 1 .038
Continuitv Correctionu 3.334 1 .068
Likelihood RatIo 4.303 1 .038
Flshe(s Exact Test .046 .034
L1near-by-Llnear AssocIatIon 4.288 1 .038
N of Valid Cases 174
a. 0 cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The "*'!nun count la 7.86.
b. Comouted onlY for a 2x2 table
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.........
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .157 .038
Cramer's V .157 .038
N of Valid Cases 174
EligibilItY Criteria*Age (Binned)
C...,....
ADaIBImed)
10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 57-89 42-66 under
Eligibility 1 yes Count 3 2 5 6 16
Criteria % within Eligibility Criteria 18.8% 12.5% 31.3% 37.5% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 6.8% 6.1% 10.2% 14.6% 9.6%
% of Total 1.8% 1.2% 3.0% 3.6% 9.6'4
2 no Count 41 31 44 35 151
% within Eligibility Criteria 27.2% 20.5% 29.1% 23.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 93.2% 93.9% 89.8'" 85.4% 90.4'4
% of Total 24.6% 18.6% 26.3% 21.0% 90.4'4
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within EIIgIbItty Criteria 26.3% 19.8% 29.3"- 24.6% 100.0%
% within~j_Binned_l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0'" 100.0% 100.0%
%o1TotaI 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
_.., T...
Value df AIYmP. SIa. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.090" 3 .554
Likelihood Ratio 2.042 3 .564
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation 1.739 1 .187
N of Valid Cases 167
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count la 3.16 ..........
Value ADDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .112 .554
Cramer's V .112 .554
N of Valid Cases 187
Infonnatlon on Progress • Gendw
Craut.b
Gender
1 male 2 famIIIe Total
Information 1 yes Count 7 10 17
on Progress % within Infoml8tion on 41.2% 58.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 921ft 10a 9.8'"
'" of Total 4.0% 5.7'4 9.8%
2no Count 89 88 157
% within Information on 43.9% 58.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 90.8% 89.8% 90.2"-
% of Total 39.7'4 50.8% 902Ift
Total Count 78 98 174
% within Information on 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.7% 58.3% 100.0%
, _,
T...
Value df ~~. ExactSig. Exact SIg.(2-u1ecft _11-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .048" 1 .tal
ContinuitY Correctionu .000 1 1.000
Likelihood RatIo .048 1 .828
Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .518
Linear-by-Linear Association .048 1 .827
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N of Valid Cases I 174 I I
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum e
I
count Is 7.43.
I
b. COmputed only for a 2x2 table
S llleasurw
Value ADIiOi.SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.017 .827
Crame(sV .017 .827
N of Valid Cases 174
Information on Prog_I'8SS • Aae (BinnedJ
CroutIIb
Agej Binned)
10ver 2betwean 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-66 under
Information 1 yes Count 5 1 7 4 17
on Progress % within Information on 29.4% 5.9% 41.2% 23.5% 100.0%..
% within IVJe (Binned) 11.4% 3.0% 14.3% 9.8% 10.2%
% of Total 3.0% .6% 4.2% 2.4% 10.2%
2no Count 39 32 42 37 150
% within Information on 26.0% 21.3% 28.0% 24.7% 100.0%
% within ADa (BInned) 88.6"- 97.0% 85.7% 90.2% 89.8%
%ofTotal 23.4% 19.2% 25.1% 22.2% 89.8%
Total Count 44 33 49 41 167
% within Information on 26.3% 19.8% 29.34Xt 24.6"- 100.0%
% within /IQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.3% 19.8% 29.3% 24.6% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asvmo. SiD.T2-elcledf
Pearson Chi-Square 2.824- 3 .420
Ukelihood Ratio 3.385 3 .339
Linear-by-Llnear Association .067 1 .795
N of Valid Cases 167
a. 4 cells (50.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum counIls 3.36.---Value &- Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .130 .420
Crame(sV .130 .420
N of Valid Cases 167
5 Would existing participants in program ..... Ilk. to take pmtIln tutu,.
programmes? If so, in which?
andntS ' _.... {QuesfIon OfOJ and ... fcru-.... OffJ
CoI'reIIiIIoM
Gender .(BInned)
Spearman's rho WI take part? CorrelatIon CoeIIIciant .018 .018
SkI. (2-1a11ad) .658 .688
N 580 571
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I part?
Gender * Will take part?
CI'OUtIIb
WII take part?
1Yes 2no 3 can't tell Total
Gender 1 male Count 121 71 90 282
% within Gender 42.9% 25.2"- 31.9% 100.0%
% within Will take Dart? 48.6% 48.3% 46.4% 47.8%
%ofTotai 20.5% 12.0% 15.3% 47.8%
2 female Count 128 76 104 308
% within Gender 41.6% 24.7% 33.8% 100.0%
% within WII take part? 51.4% 51.7% 53.6% 52.2%
% of Total 21.7% 12.9% 17.6% 52.2%
Total Count 249 147 194 590
% within Gender 42.2"- 24.9% 32.9% 100.0%
% within WII take part? 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 42.2"- 24.9% 32.9% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. (2-eided)
Pearson Chi-Square .232"' 2 .891
Likelihood Ratio .232 2 .890
Linear-bv-Linear AssocIation .203 1 .852
N of Valid Cases 590
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minlnum count Is 70.26.---Value ADDrox. SIa.Nominal by Nominal Phi .020 .891
Cramer's V .020 .891
N of Valid Cases 590
Age (BlnnedJ * Will take ".".,
CIweIIIb
WllIIIke DI rt?
hes 2no 3ean't .. Total
Age 1over70 Count 47 68 36 139
(Binned) % within IVle (BImed) 33.8% 40.3% 25.9% 100.0%
% within Will take part? 19.5% 39.2"- 19.3% 24.3%
% of Total 8.2% 9.8% 8.3% 24.3%
2 between 57~ Count 61 35 34 130
% within IVle (Binned) 46.ft 26.ft 26.2"- 100.0%
% within WIH take~ 25.3% 24.5% 18.2% 22.8%
% of Total 10.7% 8.1% 8.0% 22.8%
3 between 42-56 Count 89 28 84 181
% within AlIa (BInned) 42.ft 17.4% 39.8% 100.0%
% within WII take part? 28.6% 19.6% 34.2% 28.2%
% of Total 12.1% 4.ft 11.2% 28.2%
4410runder Count 84 24 53 141
% within Al1/8 (BInned) 45.4% 17.0% 37.8% 100.0%
% within WII take part? 26.8% 18.8% 28.3% 24.7%
% of Total 11.2% 4.2"- 9.3% 24.7%
Total Count 241 143 187 571
% within IVle (BInned) 42.2% 25.0% 32.7% 100.0%
% within WII take DIrt? 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofToIaI 42.2% 25.0% 32.7% 100.0%
T....
Value df AsYmD. SID. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Ch~uare 30.'- 8 .000
Likelihood RatIo 30.075 8 .000
Linear-bv-Unear AssocIaIIon .312 1 .578
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S ..... ures
Value APorox. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .233 .000
Cramer's V .165 .000
N of Valid Cases 571
Spearman's tho coneIatJons for will"""'_' to paIfJcIpate 1ftapecIIfc """,. ,..,.."."... (QuestIon B8a)
and f8SDOndents' gender (Question D10) and age (QuestIon D11)
Co~
Gender Age (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b Renewable Correlation CoetIIcIent .020 -.050
energy Sig. (2-ta1led) .586 .155
N 712 688
Any Correlation CoefficIent -.006 -.on
Sig. (2-tailed) .866 .028
N 712 688
Boiler Correlation CoefIIcient .109 .061
Sla. (2-talled) .004 .080
N 712 688
Don't know Correlation Coefllciant -.041 -.108
Ski. (2-tailed) .279 .002
N 712 688
Insulation Correlation CoetIIcient -.003 .007
Sig. (2-taHed) .935 .850
N 712 688
Double Correlation CoetIIcient -.038 .022
glazing Ski. (2-taHed) .311 .532
N 712 688
-. Correlation is significant at the 0.051eve1 (2-taHed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-ta11ed).
The Chi-square tesfoflndependence for 10,..,.", ,......
(Question BISaJand .... (QuestIon D10) and agelQuedon D11J
ca. ,..,
Caaes
Valid .MIssIna Total
N Parcant N Parcant N Percent
RE -Gender 263 38.5% 458 83.5% 721 100.0%
RE· AlJe (Binned) 252 35.0% 489 65.0% 721 100.0%
Any· Gender 263 38.5% 458 83.5% 721 100.0%
Any • Ag_e(Binned) 252 35.0" 489 85.0% 721 100.0%
Boiler * Gender 263 38.5% 458 83.5% 721 100.0%
Boiler * Amt_(Blnned) 252 35.0% 489 85.0% 721 100.0%
Don't Know * Gender 263 38.5% 458 83.5" 721 100.0%
Don't Know * At1I8 (Binned) 252 35.0% 489 85.0% 721 100.0%
Insulation • Gender 263 38.5% 458 83.5" 721 100.0%
Insulation • AI:Je (Binned) 252 35.0% 489 85.0% 721 100.0%
Glazing • Gender 263 38.5" 458 83.5% 721 100.0%
Glazing • ~ (Binned) 252 35.0% 489 85.0% 721 100.0%
RE10Gender
Croatllb
Gender
1male 2fama1e T«*I
RE 1yes Count 35 34 89
%within RE 50.1"- 48.3" 100.0%
% within Gender 25.9% 26.8% 28.2"-
%ofTotal 13.3% 12.ft 28.2%
2no Count 100 94 194
%wlthln RE 51.5" .... 5" 100.0%
% within Gender 74.1" 73.4% 73.8%
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% of Total 38.0% 35.7% 73.8%
Total Count 135 128 263
%within RE 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Chi_" '--Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSIg.
(2~) (2-sided) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-Square .014- 1 .907
Continuity CorrectionD .000 1 1.000
Likelihood Ratio .014 1 .907
Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .509
Linear-by-Linear Association .014 1 .907
N of Valid Cases 263
a.O cells (.O%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 33.58.
b. Comoutad only for a 2x2 table ........
Value ADDrox. SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.007 .907
Cramel'sV .007 .907
N of Valid Cases 263
RE • Aae (B1nnedJ
Croatab
AGe (Binned)
1over70 2between 3betwean 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 ooder
RE 1 yes Count 10 19 23 15 67
%within RE 14.9% 28.4% 34.3% 22.4% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 18.2% 3O.ft 31.1% 24.6% 26.6%
%ofTotal 4.0% 7.5% 9.1% 8.0% 26.8%
2no Count 45 43 51 46 185
%within RE 24.3'" 23.2% 27.8% 24.9% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 81.8'" 69.4% 68.9% 75.4% 73.4%
%ofTotal 17.9% 17.1% 20.2% 18.3% 73.4'"
Total Count 55 62 74 81 252
% within RE 21.8% 24.ft 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 21.8% 24.ft 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
T....
Value cif Aaymp. SID. (2~)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.404- 3 .333
Likelihood Ratio 3.531 3 .317
L1near-bv-Linear Association .527 1 .468
N of Valid Cases 252
8.0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mIninun count Is 14.82.---Value AnIIInIr. sa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .118 .333
Cramer'sV .118 .333
N of Valid Cases 2S2
Any·
CroeetIIb
Gender
1 male 2feme1e ToIIII
Any 1 yes Count 27 31 5&
% within Any_ 46.ft 53.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 20.0% 24.2% 22.1%
%ofTotai 10.3% 11.8% 22.1%
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200 Count 108 97 205
%withinAnv 52.7% 47.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 80.0% 75.8% n.9%
%ofTotal 41.1% 36.9% n.9%
Total Count 135 128 283
% within Any 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Chi T...
Value cif Asymp. SIg. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
(2-s1dedf (2-sldect"\ (1~\
Pearson Chi-Square .68(f 1 .409
Continuitv CorrectionD .457 1 .499
Likelihood Ratio .680 1 .409
Fisher's Exact Test .458 .249
Linear-bv-Linear Association .678 1 .410
N of Valid Cases 263
a. 0 cells (.O%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count Is28.23.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table ---Value Aoorox. S1a.Nominal by Nominal Phi -.051 .409
Cramer's V .051 .409
N of Valid Cases 283
Any * Age (Binned)
Croestab
NIta (BInned)
1over70 2between 3between 44101 Totli
57~ 42-56 under
Any 1yes Count 8 12 18 18 54
%withinAny 14.8% 22.2% 33.3% 28.8% 100.0%
% within ADe (Binned) 14.5% 19.4% 24.3% 26.2% 21.4%
%ofTotai 3.2% 4.8% 7.1% 8.3% 21.4%
200 Count 47 50 5& 45 1.
%withinAnv 23.7% 25.3% 28.ft. 22.7% 100.0%
% within ADI8(Binned) 85.5% 80.8% 75.7% 73.8% 78.8%
% of Total 18.7% 19.8% 22.2% 17.9% 78.8%
Total Count 55 82 74 81 252
% withinAnv 21.8% 24.8% 28.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 21.8% 24.8% 28.4% 24.2% 100.0%
T....
Value df AiVniD.SIa. l2-41dedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.910- 3 .408
Likelihood Ratio 3.008 3 .390
Linear-bv-linear AssocIatIon 2.794 1 .095
N of Valid Cases 252
8.0 cells (.O%) have e count less than S. The "**'tum count 1111.79.---Value '_.SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .107 .408
Cramer's V .107 .408
N of Valid Cases 252
Boller *Gender
1male .1 2 ....... ToIIII
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% within Boiler 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 26.7% 14.1% 20.5%
% of Total 13.7% 6.8% 20.5%
2 no Count 99 110 209
% within Boiler 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 73.3% 85.9% 79.5%
% of Total 37.6% 41.8% 79.5%
Total Count 135 128 263
% within Boiler 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Ex cl Sig.
(2-sided) 12-sided-\ (1-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 6.397a 1 .011
Continuity Correction" 5.648 1 .017
Likelihood Ratio 6.509 1 .011
Fisher's Exact Test .014 .008
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.373 1 .012
N of Valid Cases 263
a.O cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 26.28.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. Siq .
Nominal by Nominal Phi .156 .011
Cramer's V .156 .011
N of Valid Cases 263
Boiler *Age (Binned)
Crosstab
Age (Binned)
1over70 2 between 3 between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
Boiler 1 yes Count 14 21 13 6 54
% within Boiler 25.9% 38.9% 24.1% 11.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 25.5% 33.9% 17.6% 9.8% 21.4%
% of Total 5.6% 8.3% 5.2% 2.4% 21.4%
2 no Count 41 41 61 55 198
% within Boiler 20.7% 20.7% 30.8% 27.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 74.5% 66.1% 82.4% 90.2% 78.6%
% of Total 16.3% 16.3% 24.2% 21.8% 78.6%
Total Count 55 62 74 61 252
% within Boiler 21.8% 24.6% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within AQe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tolal 21.8% 24.6% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asvrno. SiQ. (2-slded\
Pearson Chi-Square 11.754a 3 .008
Likelihood Ratio 12.081 3 .007
Linear-by-Linear ASSOCiation 7.426 1 .006
N of Valid Cases 252
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.79.
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. SiQ.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .216 .008
Cramer's V .216 .008
N of Valid Cases 252
Don't know *Gender
Crosstab
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Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Don't know 1 yes Count 21 31 52
% within Don't know 40.4% 59.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 15.6% 24.2% 19.8%
% of Total 8.0% 11.8% 19.8%
2 no Count 114 97 211
% within Don't know 54.0% 46.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 84.4% 75.8% 80.2%
% of Total 43.3% 36.9% 80.2%
Total Count 135 128 263
% within Don't know 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Ex et Sig.
(2-sidedf (2-sided) (1-sided_l
Pearson Chi-Square 3.109a 1 .078
Continuity Correction" 2.586 1 .108
Likelihood Ratio 3.120 1 .077
Fisher's Exact Test .089 .054
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.097 1 .078
N of Valid Cases 263
a.O cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 25.31.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. Siq.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.109 .078
Cramer's V .109 .078
N of Valid Cases 263
Don't know *Age (Binned)
Crosstab
Age (Binned)
t over 2 between 3 between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Don't know 1 yes Count 8 7 13 20 48
% within Don't know 16.7% 14.6% 27.1% 41.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 14.5% 11.3% 17.6% 32.8% 19.0%
% of Total 3.2% 2.8% 5.2% 7.9% 19.0%
2 no Count 47 55 61 41 204
% within Don't know 23.0% 27.0% 29.9% 20.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 85.5% 88.7% 82.4% 67.2% 81.0%
% of Total 18.7% 21.8% 24.2% 16.3% 81.0%
Total Count 55 62 74 61 252
% within Don't know 21.8% 24.6% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 21.8% 24.6% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
Chi-SQuare Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.715a 3 .013
Likelihood Ratio 10.096 3 .018
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.230 1 .007
N of Valid Cases 252
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.48.
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .206 .013
Cramer's V .206 .013
N of Valid Cases 252
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Insul.tlon * Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fema1a Total
Insulation 1 yes Count 24 27 51
% within Insulation 47.1% 52.9"- 100.0%
% within Gender 17.8% 21.1% 19.4%
% of Total 9.1% 10.3% 19.4%
2110 Count 111 101 212
% within Insulation 52.4% 47.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 82.2% 78.9% 80.6%
%ofTotal 42.2% 38.4% 80.6%
Total Count 135 128 263
% within Insulation 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Chi ·--T....
Value df ~,. ExactSig. ExactSig.(2~) (1~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare .462"' 1 .497
Continuity Correctionu .274 1 .600
Likelihood Ratio .462 1 .497
Fisher's Exact Test .535 .300
Linear-by-Llnear Association .460 1 .497
N of Valid Cases 263
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mIn..... m count la 24.82.
b. ComPUted only for a 2x2 table .......
Value ~
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.042 .497
Cramer's V .~ .497
N of Valid Cases 263
Insu,.tJon *AGe f8lnnedJ
era.t.b
AllIe 'w__ ,
10ver 2betw ..... 3between 4410r ToIII
70 57~ 42-58 under
Insulation 1 yes Count 12 12 17 8 49
% within Insulation 24.5% 24.5% 34.7% 16.3% 100.0%
% within_AgtlBinned_l 21.8% 19.4% 23.0% 13.1% 19.4%
% of Total 4.8% 4.8% 6.7% 3.2% 19.4%
2110 Count 43 50 57 53 203
% within Insulation 21.2% 24.6% 28.1% 28.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 78.2'Kt 80.6% 77.0% 88.8% BO.8%
%ofTotal 17.1% 19.8% 22.6% 21.0% BO~
Total Count 55 82 74 81 252
% within Insulation 21.8% 24.ft 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Blnned_l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 21.8% 24.8% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
T",
Value df AIvmD. SID.
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.34r 3 .eG4
Likelihood RatIo 2.473 3 .480
Linear-by-l inear AssociatIon .890 1 .345
N of Valid Cases 252
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. 1'he ........, count la 10•••
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Value ~.~.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .096 .504
Cramer's V .096 .504
N of Valid Cases 252
*GenderGlaz/na
C........
Gender
1 male 2fama1e Total
Glazing 1 yes Count 12 19 31
% within Glazi_BQ_ 38.1% 61.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 8.9"- 14.8% 11.8%
%ofTotal 4.6% 7.2% 11.8%
200 Count 123 109 232
% within Glazj~ 53.0% 47.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 91.1% 85.2% 88.2%
%ofTotal 46.8% 41.4% 88.2%
Total Count 135 128 283
% within Glazing 51.3% 48.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 51.3% 48.1% 100.0%
ChI-scau. ... T__
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact SIg. Exact SIg.
(2~f (2-e1decf) {1~}_
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.241- 1 .134
Continuity Correctionu 1.705 1 .192
Likelihood Ratio 2.253 1 .133
Fisher's Exact Test .180 .088
Linear-bv-Linear Association 2.232 1 .135
N of Valid Cases 263
a. 0 cells (.O%) have e count less than 5. The mlnlnun count Is 15.08.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ........
Value ADDrox. SID.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.092 .134
Crame(sV .092 .134
N of Valid Cases 263
Glazlna *Aae (BinnedJ
en....
Aoe BInned)
10ver 2between 3 .......... 4410r Teal
70 57~ 42-58 under
Glazing 1 yes Count 11 5 7 8 49
% within Glazing 38.7% 18.7% 230ft. 18.ft. 100.0%
% within~Binned_l 20.0% 8.1% 9.5% 13.1% 19.4%
%ofTotai 4.4" 2.0% 2.ft 3.2% 19.4%
2no Count 44 57 87 53 203
% within Glazing 19.8% 25.7% 30.2% 28.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned_l 80.0% 91.9% 90.5% 88.9% 80.8%
% of Total 17.5" 22.8% 28.8% 21.0% 80.8%
Total Count 55 62 74 81 252
%wlthln~ 21.ft 24.8% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 21.8% 24.8% 29.4% 24.2% 100.0%
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I a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count la 6.55 •.........
Value ADProx. Sla.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .137 .192
Cramer's V .137 .192
N of Valid Cases 252
6 What would the potential barriers and motlavton be to pIIrtlclpatIon In tutu,.
programmes?
respondents' gender (QuestIon 010' and .. (gu.fIon O1fJ
eon.a.tIona
Gender AGe (Btnned).
Kendall's tau_b Expensive CorrelatIon CoeIIIcient .028 -.150
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .4S5 .000
N 712 888
Hassle CorrelatIon CoetIIcIant -.053 -.025
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .157 .en
N 712 888
Unclear Information CorraIation CoefIicIant -.022 .033
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .551 .339
N 712 888
Inconvenience CorraIation CoetfIcient -.047 -.028
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .208 .430
N 710 eae
Unreliable Correlation CoefIicIant .038 .003
Sla. (2-ta11ed) .294 .938
N 712 888
--. Correlation Is significant at the 0.01 level (2-ta1ed).
gender (Question D10) and .. (Questjon O1f)
Cae
c..
Valid -!Ina Tae.!
N Pen:ent N Pen:ent N Pwwnt
Expensive-Gender 626 86.8'Kt 95 13.2% 721 100.0%
Expensive - Age (Binned) 606 84.n. 115 16.n 721 100.n
Hassle * Gender 626 86.8'Kt 95 13.2% 721 100.n
Hassle * Aaa (Binned) 606 84.n. 115 16.n. 721 100.0%
Unclear info • Gender 626 86.8'Kt 95 13.2% 721 100.n
Unclear info· ADt8 (Binned) 606 84.n. 115 16.0% 721 100.0%
Inconvenience * Gender 626 86.8% 95 13.2% 721 100.n
Inconvenience * Age 606 84.n 115 16.0% 721 100.n
(Binned)
Unreliable * Gender 626 86.n 95 13.2% 721 100.0%
Unreliable * Age (Binned) 606 84.0% 115 16.n 721 100.ml
&Denslve • Gender
era..t.b
Gender
1ma1e 2 ....... Tae.!
expensive 1 yes Count 180 165 325
%wIthIn 48.a 5O.n 100.0%
% within Gender 54.4% •• 7% 51.8%
% of Total 25.8% a.4% 51.9%
200 Count 134 167 301
%wlthln ..... 5% 55.5% 100.0%
% wIhIn Gender 45.8% 50.3% 48.1%
%ofTotai 21.4% a.7% 48.1%
Total Count 2M 332 828
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% within Expensive 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
Chi-SQuare Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided) (1-slde91
Pearson Chi-Square 1.3933 1 .238
Continuity Correction" 1.211 1 .271
Likelihood Ratio 1.394 1 .238
Fisher's Exact Test .262 .136
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.391 1 .238
N of Valid Cases 626
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 141.36.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. Si9.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .047 .238
Cramer's V .047 .238
N of Valid Cases 626
Expensive * Age (Binned)
Crosstab
Age (Binned)
1 over 70 2 between 3 between 4410r Tot I
57-69 42-56 under
Expensive 1 yes Count 60 83 77 95 315
% within Expensive 19.0% 26.3% 24.4% 30.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 38.0% 59.7% 47.0% 65.5% 52.0%
% of Total 9.9% 13.7% 12.7% 15.7% 52.0%
2 no Count 98 56 87 50 291
% within Expensive 33.7% 19.2% 29.9% 17.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 62.0% 40.3% 53.0% 34.5% 48.0%
% of Total 16.2% 9.2% 14.4% 8.3% 48.0%
Total Count 158 139 154 145 606
% within Expensive 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. SJg.(2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 28.0538 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 28.366 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 14.911 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 606
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 66.75.
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .215 .000
Cramer's V .215 .000
N of Valid Cases 606
Hassle * Gender
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Hassle 1 yes Count 88 114 202
% within Hassle 43.6% 56.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 29.9% 34.3% 32.3%
% of Total 14.1% 18.2% 32.3%
2 no Count 206 218 424
% within Hassle 48.6% 51.4% 100.0%
315
Appendix 0
% within Gender 70.1% 65.7% 67.7%
% ofTotai 32.9% 34.8% 87.7%
Total Count 294 332 826
% within Hassle 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotal 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
(2-s1ded) (2~) (1-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 1.385- 1 .239
Continuitv Correclionu 1.190 1 .275
Likelihood Ratio 1.387 1 .239
Fish81's Exact Test .268 .138
Llnear-by-Linear AssocIation 1.382 1 .240
N of Valid Cases 626
8.0 eells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minlnun count la M.87.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ---Value ~~Nominal by Nominal Phi -.047 .239
Cramer's V .047 .239
N of Valid Cases 828
HassI. *Aae (Binned}
C.......
AGe( BInned)
1over70 2 bettM8ll 3between .... 101 Teal
57-69 42-58 under
Hassle 1 yes Count 48 45 eo .... 1915
% within Hassle 23.8% 23.1% 3O.ft 22.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 29.1% 32.4% 38.8% 30.3% 32.2%
%ofTotal 7.8% 7."% 9.9% 7.3% 32.2%
2no Count 112 M 104 101 ..11
% within Hassle 27.3% 22.9% 25.3% 2".8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 70.9% 67.8% 83."% 88.7% 87.8%
%ofTotal 18.5% 15.5% 17.2% 18.7% 87.8%
Total Count 158 138 184 145 808
% within Hassle 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
% within AIJe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
T....
Value df ~
Pearson Ch~uare 2.365" 3 .500
likelihood Ratio 2.348 3 .1503
Linear-by-Linear AssocIation .275 1 .800
N of Valid Cases 608
a. 0 eells (.0%) have evNriAd countless than 5. The mInInun ccud ....... 73.
Appox.S!a.I-~-
CraMIIIb
Gender
1 mille 2 ..... ToIII
Unclear info 1 yes Count 43 53 ee
% within Unclear Info 44.8% 55.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 1".ft. 18.0% 15.3%
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% of Total 6.9% 8.5"- 15.3"-
2no Count 251 279 530
% within Unclear info 47.4"- 52.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 85.4"- 84.0% 84.7"-
%ofTotal 40.1"- 44.8% 84.7"-
Total Count 294 332 826
% within Unclear Info 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.0"- 53.0% 100.0%
ChI T....
Value df Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. Exact SIg.
(2-eidedf (2-e1ded-) (1~
Pearson Chi-Square .215" 1 .643
Continuity CorrectionD .124 1 .724
Likelihood Ratio .215 1 .643
Fisher's Exact Test .858 .383
Linear-by-Llnear Association .215 1 .843
N of Valid Cases 626
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The rnIniIoom count 1145.09.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ..........
Value ADDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.019 .843
Cramer's V .019 .643
N of Valid Cases 828
Unclear Infonnatlon • Age ,.. •. ...
C.. 1tIIb
Age lUll.'
10ver 2between 3 ....... 4410r
70 57.. 42-66 under Toe.!
Undear info 1 yes Count 30 18 28 20 94
% within Unclear Info 31.9% 19.1"- 27.7% 21.3% 100.0%
% within AGe (BInned) 19.0% 12.9% 15.8% 13.8% 15.5"-
%ofTotai 5.0% 3.0% 4.3% 3.3% 15.5"-
2no Count 128 121 138 125 512
% within Unclear Info 25.0% 23.8% 27.0% 24.4'1. 100.0%
% within AQe (BInned) 81.0% 87.1'1. 84.1'1. 88.2% 84.5'1.
% of Total 21.1'1. 20.0% 22.8% 20.8% 84.5"-
Total Count 158 139 184 145 eoe
% within Unclear Info 28.1'1. 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
% within Aoe (BInned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 28.1'1. 22.9% 27.1'1. 23.ft 100.0%
T...
Value cif AIYmP. SID. (2-etded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.494- 3 .478
Likelihood Ratio 2.459 3 .483
Linear-by-Llnear AssocIatIon .989 1 .320
N of Valid Cases 608
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The "**tun count.21.56.--Value ADDrox. SID.Nominal by Nominal Phi .084 .478
Cramer's V .084 .478
N of Valid Cases eoe
Inconvenience • Gendw
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1 male 2fama1e Total
Inconvenience 1 yes Count 31 45 76
% within Inconvenience 40.8% 59.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 10.5% 13.6% 12.1%
%ofTotal 5.0% 7.2% 12.1%
200 Count 263 287 550
% within Inconvenience 47.8% 52.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 89.5% 88.4% 87.9%
%ofTotal 42.0% 45.8% 87.9%
Total Count 294 332 828
% within Inconvenience 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotal 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
Chl ...... ,.T ....
Value cif Asymp. SIg. ExactSig. ExeclSIg.
(2-s1ded_l _g_'4Iidecn _11-s1ded..l
Pearson Chi-Square 1.324- 1 .250
Continuity CorrectionD 1.057 1 .304
Likelihood Ratio 1.333 1 .248
Fisher's Exact Test .271 .152
Linear-bv-Linear Association 1.322 1 .250
N of Valid Cases 626
a.O cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count .. 35.69.
b. Comouted onIv for a 2x2 table ........
Value Approx. SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.046 .250
Cramer's V .046 .250
N of Valid Cases 626
Inconvenience *Age (BlnnedJ
C........
_!toe (BInned)
10ver 2batwaen 3betMen 4410r
70 51_ 42-ti8 under Tot8I
Inconvenience 1 yes Count 17 17 22 18 74
% within Inconvenience 23.0% 23.0% 29.7% 24.3% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 10.8% 12.2% 13.4% 12.4% 12.2%
%ofTotaI 2.8% 2.8% 3.8% ~O% ~
200 Count 141 122 142 127 532
% within Inconvenience 26.5% 22.9% 26.7% 23.9% 100.0%
% within A4e (Binned) 69.2% 87.8% 18.8% 87.8% 87.8%
%ofTotal 23.3% 20.1% 23.4% 21.0% 87.8%
Total Count 158 138 184 145 806
% within Inconvenience 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 26.1% 22.9% 27.1% 23.9% 100.0%
C T....
V.. df ~. SIll. (2-eided)
Pearson Chi-Square .53r 3 .811
Likelihood Ratio .543 3 .-Linaar-by-llnear AssocIatIon .290 1 .sao
N of Valid Cases 806
a. 0 cells (.0%1 have e count less than 5. The ........... count la 18.97.......
Value ~_IIa,_
Nominal by Nominal Phi .030 .911
Cramer's V .030 .811
N of Valid Cases 808
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Unreliable *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Total
Unreliable 1 yes Count 38 33 71
% within Unreliable 53.5'" 46.5'" 100.0%
% within Gender 12.9% 9.9"- 11.3%
% of Total 6.1'" 5.3"- 11.3%
200 Count 256 299 555
% within Unreliable 46.1"- 53.9"- 100.0%
% within Gender 87.1"- 90.1'" 88.1"-
%ofTotai 40.9"- 47.8% 88.1"-
Total Count 294 332 626
% within Unreliable 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0"- 100.0"- 100.0%
% of Total 47.0"- 53.0"- 100.0%
T....
Value df Aaymp. SIg. Exact SIg. ExactSig.
t2-4idedf 12-4ldedl 11-eided)
Pearson Ch~Square 1.382" 1 .240
Continuity CooectionD 1.101 1 .294
Likelihood Ratio 1.379 1 .240
Fisher's Exact Test .257 .147
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.380 1 .240
N of Valid Cases 826
8. 0 cells (.0%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count 1833.35.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ---Value -a_ Sill.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .047 .240
Cramer's V .047 .240
N of Valid Cases 826
Unreliable *Aae (BInned)
Crn....
ADa
10wr 2batween 3be1w81ft 4410r
70 57... 42-58 under ToIII
Unreliable 1 yes Count 19 14 19 15 fIT
% within Unreliable 28.4'" 20.9% 28.4'" 22.4'" 100.0%
% within ADa IBlnnedl 12.0"- 10.1'" 11.ft 10.3"- 11.1%
% of Total 3.1'" 2.3"- 3.1'" 2.5'" 11.1'"
200 Count 139 125 145 130 539
% within Unreliable 25.8% 23.2"- 2&.1% 24.1'" 100.0"-
% within AQe (Binned) 88.0"- 89.9% 88.4'" 88.1"- 88.1%
%ofTotai 22.9"- 2O.ft 23.9% 21.5'" 88.1%
Total Count 158 139 184 145 808
% within Unreliable 28.1"- 22.9% 27.1'" 23.9% 100.0"-
% within AQe IBimedl 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
"- of Total 28.1% 22.9% 27.1'" 23.1% 100.0%
L Value
319
Appendix 0
Nominal by Nominal Phi .026 .938
Cramer's V .026 .938
N of Valid Cases 606
Kendall's tau b non parametric correlations for mofIAtors to ",..". patfIcIpefIon (aa-flon C1) and
res ts;-gender (Qu8$tion D10) and aae (QuesfIon D11J
Correlations
Gender ADe (8Inn.en
Kendall's tau_b Finances Correlation Coefficient .069 -.114
Sio.C2-tailed\ .065 .001
N 712 888
Advertising Correlation Coefficient -.059 -.047
Sia. l2-tailed\ .117 .178
N 712 888
Advice Correlation Coefficient -.039 -.028
Sia. (2-tailed) .292 .422
N 712 888
No hassle Correlation Coet'ficient -.084 -.082
Sio. (2-tailed) .088 .077
N 712 888
Save fuel Correlation Coefficient -.032 -.029
Sia. (2-tailed) .389 .398
N 712 888
.... Correlation is sianificant at the 0.01 Ievef72-ta1led).
f8SDOndents' aender (Question 010) and aae IQuesflon 011J
Case Proc ••• 1
Cases
Valid MIssII KI Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Finances * Gender 635 88.1"- 88 11.9"- 721 100.0%
Finances * Age (Binned) 618 85.4"- 105 14.6% 721 100.0%
Advertising * Gender 635 88.1% 88 11.9"- 721 100.0%
Advertising * AIle (Binned\ 616 85.4% 105 14.8% 721 100.0%
Advice * Gender 635 88.1% 86 11.9"- 721 100.0%
Advice " AIle (Binned) 616 85.4% 105 14.8% 721 100.0%
No hassle * Gender 635 88.1% 88 11.9"- 721 100.0%
No hassle " AIle (Binned) 616 85.4% 105 14.6% 721 100.0%
Save fuel" Gender 635 88.1% 88 11.9"- 721 100.0%
Save fuel" Age (Binned) 616 85.4"- 105 14.6% 721 100.0%
Finances" Gender c......
Gender
1 male 2fem11e ToIIII
Finances 1 yes Count 205 200 405
% within Fmances 50.6% 48.4"- 100.0%
% within Gender 67.2% 80.8% 83.8%
% of Total 32.3% 31.5% 63.8%
200 Count 100 130 230
% within Finances 43.5% 58.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 32.8% 38.4% 38.2%
%ofTotaI 15.1% 20ft 38.2"-
Total Count 30S 330 835
% within Fmanoes 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
C T....
Value df
~~ ~~
Ex8c:lSlg.
11~1
Pearson Chi-Square 2.995"' 1 .084
ContinuitY CorredionD 2.716 1 .088
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Likelihood Ratio 3.001 1 .083
Fisher's Exact Test .098 .050
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.990 1 .084
N of Valid Cases 635
a. 0 cells (.O%lhave expected count less than 5. The mlniroom count Is 110.47.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table ---Value Approx. S1g.Nominal by Nominal Phi .069 .084
Cramer's V .069 .084
N of Valid Cases 635
Rnane .. *Age (Binned)
Crout.b
Aaal Binned)
10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Finances 1yes Count 91 87 110 104 392
% within Finances 23.2% 22.2% 28.1'% 26.5'% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 56.5'% 65.4'% 83.2% 70.3% 83.6%
%ofTotai 14.8% 14.1% 17.9% 16.9% 83.6'%
200 Count 70 46 64 44 224
% within Finances 31.3% 20.5% 28.6'% 19.6'% 100.0%
% within Al18 (Binned) 43.5% 34.6'% 36.ft 29.7'% 36.4%
% of Total 11.4% 7.5% 10.4'% 7.1'% 36.4,%
Total Count 161 133 174 148 618
% within Finances 26.1% 21.'"" 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
% within Age (BInned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0'% 100.0%
%ofTotai 26.1% 21.,"" 28.2% 24.0'% 100.0'%
T....
Value cif AavrnD. SIll. (2-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-Sg_uare 6.531- 3 .088
Likelihood RatIo 6.536 3 .088
Linear-by-Llnear AssociatIon 5.152 1 .023
N of Valid Cases 616
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count less than 5. The mInkIum CCUlt la 48.36.
I-~-
A 'nil
C.......
Gender
1 male 2fem11e Total
Advertising 1yes Count 67 82 158
%withln 42.1'% 57.9% 100.0%
'" within Gender 22.0% 27.9% 25.0'%
% ofToial 10.ft 14.ft 25.0'%
200 Count 238 238 478
% wiIhin 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 78.0'% 72.1% 75.0%
%«TotaI ~.5'% ~.5% 75.0%
Total Count 305 330 -"within 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%% within Gender 100.0'% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total ".0% 52.0% 100.0'%
Value I df I Aaymp. SIR.
ChlS..... T....
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'2-eided) (24dedl 11-sided)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.951· 1 .086
Continuity CorrectionD 2.645 1 .104
Likelihood Ratio 2.963 1 .085
Fisher's Exact Test .099 .052
Linear-by-Unear Association 2.946 1 .086
N of Valid Cases 635
a. 0 cells (.O%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum count Is 76.37.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table ---Value ADormt.SkI.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.068 .086
Cramer's V .068 .086
N of Valid Cases 635
Advertising *Age (BinnedJ
C...... ADa, BInned)
10ver 2between 3between 4410r
70 57-69 42-56 under ToIIII
Advertising 1yes Count 35 40 42 41 158
% within AdvertisIng 22.2"- 25.3% 28.6% 25.ft 100.0%
% within AIle 'Binned) 21.7% 30.1% 24.1% 27.7% 25.6%
%ofTotal 5.7% 6.5% 6.8% 6:1% 25.6%
200 Count 128 93 132 107 458
%within 27.5% 20.3% 2&.8% 23.4% 100.0%
% within AGe (Binned) 78.3% •• ft 75.ft 72.3% 74.4%
%ofTotal 20.5% 15.1% 21.4% 17.4% 74.4%
Total Count 161 133 174 148 618
%wlthin 28.1% 21.6% 28.2% 24])% 100~()%
% within Al1i8 (BImed) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 28.1% 21.6% 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
ChI T....
Value cif AiVniD:-SlD.I2-.1dedl
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.1aa- 3 .383
Likelihood Ratio 3.190 3 .383
Llnear-by-Linear Association .644 1 .422
N of Valid cases 818
a. 0 cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The rnIMnum count Is 34.11.---Value ADarox.SkLNominal by Nominal Phi .072 .383
Cramer's V .072 .383
N of Valid Cases 618
Advice * Gender
Cra.... b
Gender
1 male 2fema1e Teal
AdvIce 1Y88 Count 82 80 142
% within Advice 43.7% 58.3% 100D
% within Gender 20.3% 24.2% 22.4
% of Total 9.n. 12.n. 22.4
200 Count 243 250 413
% within Advice 49.3% 5O.nIt 100.0%
% within Gender 79.7% 75.n. 77.ft
%ofTotai 38.3% 38.4% 77....
Total Count 306 330 835
% within Advice 48.0% 52.0% 1oo.CN.
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 1oo.CN.
%ofToIaI 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
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Chl-sau ... T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactSig.
12~)- (2~\ t1-s1dedl
Pearson Chi-Square 1.399- 1 2.37
Continuity Correctionu 1.183 1 2.n
Likelihood Ratio 1.403 1 .236
Fisher's Exact Test 2.53 .138
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.397 1 2.37
N of Valid Cases 635
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum count is 88.20.
b. Comouted only for a 2x2 table .........
Value AImmx.SIo.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.047 .237
Cramer's V .047 2.37
N of Valid Cases 835
Advice *Age (BlnnedJ
Croatab Aaa ____ ,
10ver 2between 3betwean 4410r
70 57-89 42-56 under TotIII
Advice 1 yes Count 37 28 45 33 141
% within Advice 26.2"- 18.4% 31.K 23.4% 100.0%
% within ADe (Binned) 23.0% 19.5% 25.K 22.3% 22.9%
%ofTotal 6.0% 42.% 7.3% 5.4% 22."-
2no Count 124 107 129 115 475
% within Advice 26.1% 22.5% 272.% 242.% 100.0%
% within ADe (Binned) n.O% BO.S% 74.1% n.7% n.1%
% of Total 20.1% 17.4% 2O.K 18.7% n.1%
Total Count 161 133 174 148 616
% within Advice 26.1% 21.6% 282.% 24.0% 100.0%
% within NJe (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.1% 21.6% 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
T...
Value df A.vmD. sa. (2-e1ded)
Pearson ChH)Quare 1.74~ 3 .828
Likelihood Ratio 1.749 3 .626
Linear-by-Linear Association .078 1 .779
N of Valid Cases 616
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e~ count less than 5. The mklimum count is 30.44.---Value A-.SIo .Nominal by Nominal Phi .063 .828
Cramer's V .063 .828
N of Valid Cases 618
No hasSle *Gender
Croutab
Gender
1 male 2 ..... ToIII
No 1 yes Count 50 73 123
hassle % within No hassle 40.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 16.4% 22.1% 11.4%
%ofTolai 7.K 11.5% 11.4%
2no Count 255 257 512
%wlthinNot.-. 41."" 50.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 83.ft n.K eo.8%
%ofTotai 40,3 40.5% eo.8%
Total Count 305 330 83&
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% within No hassle 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotal 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Ch T....
Value df Aaymp. Sig. ExactSig. Exact BIg.
(2-eldedf (2-e1ded) (1-e1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.330· 1 .068
Continuity Correctionu 2.973 1 .085
Likelihood Ratio 3.350 1 .067
Fisher's Exact Test .071 .042
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.324 1 .068
N of Valid Cases 635
a. 0 cells (.0%) have exDRCted count less than 5. The minimum count II 58.08.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table ---Value ADDrox. SIa.Nominal by Nominal Phi -.072 .068
Crame(sV .072 .068
N of Valid Gases 635
No hassle *Age (SInned)
eraut..b
ADa
10ver 2betwean 3between 4410r
70 57~ 42-56 ooder Total
No 1yes Count 25 23 43 28 119
Hassle % within No hassle 21.0% 19.3% 38.1% 23.5% 100.0%
% within Age (BinnedJ 15.5% 17.3% 24.~ 18...,.. 19.3'"
%ofTotal 4.1% 3.~ 7.0"- 4.5'" 19.3%
2no Count 138 110 131 120 497
% within No hassle 27.4'" 22.1% 28.4% 24.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 84.5'" 82.~ 75.3% 81.1'" 80.~
%ofTotal 22.1'" 17.9% 21.3% 19.5" 8O.nl
Total Count 161 133 174 148 '16
% within No hassle 26.1'" 21.8% 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 28.1'" 21.8% 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
.........
Value APDIox. sa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .081 .165
Cramer's V .081 .165
N of Valid Cases 818
Saw fuel *Gender
Cnillt.II
Gender
1 male 2 __ TaIII
Save fuel 1 yes Count 29 39 ea
% within Save fuel 42.8% 57.4'" 100.
% within Gender 9.5% 11.ft 10.
'" of Total 4.ft 8.1'" 10.
2no Count 278 291 517
% within Save fuel 48.~ 51.3% 100.0%
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% within Gender 90.5% 88.2% 89.3%
% ofTotai 43.5% 45.8% 89.3%
Total Count 305 330 635
% within Save fuel 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Chi T....
Value df Asymp. Sig. ExactSig. ExactS~.
(2-e1dad)- (2-e1dad\ (1~
Pearson Chi-Sauare ~~ 1 .347
Continuitv CorrectionD .659 1 .417
Likelihood Ratio .888 1 .348
Fisher's Exact Test .371 .209
Linear-by-linear Association .883 1 .347
N of Valid Cases 635
8.0 cells (.0%) have ev~ count less than 5. The minimum count la 32.86.
b. CompUted onlY for 8 2x2 table ---Value Aoorox. SkI.
Nominal by Nominal Phi -.037 .347
Cramer's V .037 .347
N of Valid Cases 635
Save fuel • Age (BInned)
CI"OAt8b
AllIe (BInned)
10ver 2between 3between 44101
70 57.. 42-58 under TotIII
Save fuel 1yes Count 15 17 14 19 85
% within Save fuel 23.1% 28.2% 21.~ 29.2"- 100.0%
% within AIle (BInned) 9.3% 12.ft 8.0% 12.ft 10.ft
%ofTotaI 2.4% 2.ft 2.3% 3.1% 10.8%
2no Count 148 118 180 129 551
% within Save fuel 28.5% 21.1% 29.0% 23.4% 100.0%
% within AIle (Binned) 90.7% 87.2"- 92.0% 87.2"- •. 4%
% of Total 23.7% 18.ft 28.0% 20.9% •• 4%
Total Count 181 133 174 148 818
% within Save fuel 28.1% 2UJ% 28.2"- 24.0% 100.0%
% within NJa (BInned\ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% ofTotai 28.1% 21.8% 28.2% 24.0% 100.0%
T...
Value cif AavmD. SID.
Pearson Ch~uare 2.938" 3 .401
likelihood RatIo 2.953 3 .388
Llnear-bv-LInear Association .285 1 .807
N of Valid Cases 818
8. 0 cells (.0%) have emected count less than 5. The mk*num count la 14.03.
~II-~-
cnand
_
."."., (gu.....Mm ."" .. DffJ
CornIIIIIona
Gender ·,._I......al
Kendalrs tau_b Proven result ConetaIIon eo.IIIciant -.018 .041
SiD. .- .242N 712 888
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Desaiption of process CorrelatIon CoaIIIciant .031 -.072
Sig. (2-ta1ed) .413 .038
N 712 888
Tailor-made CorrelatIon CoetIIcIant -.078 -.051
Sig. (2-ta1ed) .037 .140
N 712 888
Short payback CorrelatIon CoeIIIcIent .087 .052
~. (2-ta1ed) .020 .132
N 712 888
•. Correlation is sianificant at the 0.05 level (2-ta11ed).
Th. Chl-squa,.. fest of Independence foIlIdtIIIIoMI,...",.,..,. ID ........... :1.... lQIfu .. C7JMfI
resDOndenfs' gender_f_Questlon mo} and age ,Qu ...... Off}
Case
c....
Valid MIssIna TOIIIt
N Percent N Percent N ~
Proven result" Gender 620 86.0% 101 14.K 721 100.0%
Proven result * Age_iBinned_l 600 83.2% 121 18.8% 721 100A
Desaiption of "Gender 620 86.K 101 14.0% 721 100.0%
Description of process * Age (Binned_l 600 83.2"- 121 18.8% 721 100.0%
Tailor-made * Gender 620 88.0% 101 14.0% 721 100.0%
Tailor-made" Age _1Binned) 600 83.2% 121 18.8% 721 100.0%
Short payb@_ck • Gender 620 86.0% 101 14.0% 721 100.0%
Short payback *~ (Binned) 600 83.2% 121 18.8% 721 1003
Proven result" Gender
Cra ......
Gender
1 male 2""'" TotIII
Proven result 1yes Count 82 73 135
% within Proven reacM 45.9% 54.1% 1003
% within Gender 2O.ft 22."- 21.1%
%ofToIaI 10.0% 11.1% 21,ft
2no Count 238 248 415
% within Proven reacM 48.3% 50."" 100.0%
% within Gender 19.4% 77.1% ~
%ofTotaI 38.5% 38."" 7I.a
Total Count 301 318 820
% within Proven reacM 48.n 51.ft 100.0%
% within Gender 100.,* 100.0% 100...ft
% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100..,.
C T....
Value df
~~ ~~
E-=t SIg. (1-_..n
Pearson Chi-$g_uare .475" 1 .481
Contlnuitv Correction" .350 1 .554
Likelihood Ratio .476 1 .480
Fisher's Exact Test .417 :u7
Llnear-by-Linear AssocIation .474 1 .481
N of Valid Cases 620
a.O cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The mInknum count .. 85.54.
b. Computed onlY for a 2x2 table
I I
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1 under 2between 3between 40ver Total
70 57-69 42-56 41
Proven 1 yes Count 40 33 31 28 132
result % within Proven resuH 30.3% 25.0% 23.5% 21.2% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 24.8% 24.1% 18.8% 20.4% 22.0%
% of Total 6.7% 5.5% 5.2% 4.7% 22.0%
200 Count 121 104 134 109 468
% within Proven resuH 25.9% 22.2% 28.6% 23.3% 100.0%
% within Aoa (Blmed) 75.2% 75.9% 81.2% 19.6% 78.0%
% of Total 20.2% 17.3% 22.3% 18.2% 78.0%
Totel Count 161 137 165 137 600
% within Proven rasutt 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
% within~Blnnedl 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
C t--T ....
Value df Aaymp._SIg. (2~)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 2.294- 3 .514
Likelihood RatIo 2.306 3 .511
Linear-bv-Linear Association 1.565 1 .211
N of Valid Cases 600
a. 0 cells (.0%) have e count Iesa than 5. The minIm.Im count is 30.14 .........
Value Apc)rox. SIa.
Nominal by NomInal Phi .062 .514
Cramer's V .062 .514
N of Valid Cases 600
ae.crlptlon 0' -Gender
C.......
Gender,..... 2 ..... Total
DescrIption of 1 yea Count 52 SO 102
process % within of 51.0% 48.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 17.3% 15.7% 18.5%
'" of Total 8.4% 8.1% 18.5%
2no Count 248 288 518
% within of 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 82.7% 84.3% 83.5%
%ofTotaI 40.2% 43.4% 83.5%
Total Count 301 319 820
% within of 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
% wIIhIn Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotaI 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
IoL T....
V.... df ~,.. EDCISig. EDctSig.(241ded) (141ded)
PeanJOn Chi-SQuare ~ 1 .591
ContInuity CorrectIonD .184 1 ••Likelihood RatIo .289 1 .591
Flsher'a Exact Test •• .334Llnear~-Unear Aaoc:IatIon .289 1 .591
NofValldCalel 820
•. 0 cella (.0%) hive count '- then 5. The "**""'" count II 49.52.
b. Cornol~ only for • 2x2 table
:1
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Description of process *Age (Binned)
Crosstab
AQe (Binnedl
1 under 2 between 3 between 4 over
70 57-69 42-56 41 Total
Description 1 yes Count 20 24 22 33 99
of process % within Descriptionof process 20.2% 24.2% 22.2% 33.3% 100.0%
% within ~e lBinne<!l 12.4% 17.5% 13.3% 24.1% 16.5%
% of Total 3.3% 4.0% 3.7% 5.5% 16.5%
2 no Count 141 113 143 104 501
% within Descriptionof process 28.1% 22.6% 28.5% 20.8% 100.0%
% within ~e _iBinne<D_ 87.6% 82.5% 86.7% 75.9% 83.5%
% of Total 23.5% 18.8% 23.8% 17.3% 83.5%
Total Count 161 137 165 137 600
% within Descriptionof process 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
% within AgeJ.Binne<!l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-S_g_uare 8.972a 3 .030
Likelihood Ratio 8.617 3 .035
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.762 1 .029
N of Valid Cases 600
a. 0 cells [.Oo/~lhave eX_Q_ectedcount less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.61.
Symmetric Measures
Value ~ox. S.!9_.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .122 .030
Cramer's V .122 .030
N of Valid Cases 600
Tailor made * Gender-
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Tailor-made 1 yes Count 31 53 84
% within Tailor-made 36.9% 63.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 10.3% 16.6% 13.5%
% of Total 5.0% 8.5% 13.5%
2 no Count 270 266 536
% within Tailor-made 50.4% 49.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 89.7% 83.4% 86.5%
% of Total 43.5% 42.9% 86.5%
Total Count 301 319 620
% within Tailor-made 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided) _i1-sidedl
Pearson Chi-Square 5.274a 1 .022
Continuity Correction" 4.748 1 .029
Likelihood Ratio 5.337 1 .021
Fisher's Exact Test .025 .014
Linear -by-Linear Association 5.265 1 .022
N of Valid Cases 620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have eXj)ected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 40.78.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
I Value
Symmetric Measures
Approx. Sig.
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Nominal by Nominal Phi -.092 .022
Cramer's V .092 .022
N of Valid Cases 620
Tailor-made *Age (Binned}
Crosstab
Age (Binned)
1 under 2 between 3 between 4 over
70 57-69 42-56 41 Total
Tailor- 1 yes Count 20 15 21 25 81
made % within Tailor-made 24.7% 18.5% 25.9% 30.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 12.4% 10.9% 12.7% 18.2% 13.5%
% of Total 3.3% 2.5% 3.5% 4.2% 13.5%
2 no Count 141 122 144 112 519
% within Tailor-made 27.2% 23.5% 27.7% 21.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 87.6% 89.1% 87.3% 81.8% 86.5%
% of Total 23.5% 20.3% 24.0% 18.7% 86.5%
Total Count 161 137 165 137 600
% within Tailor-made 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df As_ymj>.Si9. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.653a 3 .301
Likelihood Ratio 3.481 3 .323
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.082 1 .149
N of Valid Cases 600
a. 0 cells (.O%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 18.50.
Symmetric Measures
Value Approx. 8ig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .078 .301
Cramer's V .078 .301
N of Valid Cases 600
Sh b k *G dort oev: ac en er
Crosstab
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
Short payback 1 yes Count 42 27 69
% within Short payback 60.9% 39.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 14.0% 8.5% 11.1%
% of Total 6.8% 4.4% 11.1%
2 no Count 259 292 551
% within Short payback 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 86.0% 91.5% 88.9%
% of Tolal 41.8% 47.1% 88.9%
Total Count 301 319 620
% within Short payback 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Si9. Exact Si9. Exact Si9.
(2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.719a 1 .030
Continuity Correction" 4.180 1 .041
Likelihood Ratio 4.742 1 .029
Fisher's Exact Test .040 .020
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.711 1 .030
N of Valid Cases 620
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 33.50.
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
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..... ures
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .087 .030
Cramer's V .087 .030
N of Valid Cases 620
Short payback *Age (BlnnedJ
Crosstab
Aoe (Binned)
1 under 2 between 3between 40ver
70 57-69 42-56 41 Total
Short 1yes Count 25 14 15 14 68
payback % within Short payback 36.8% 20.6% 22.1% 20.6% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 15.5% 10.2% 9.1% 10.2% 11.3%
% of Total 4.2% 2.3% 2.5% 2.3% 11.3%
2no Count 136 123 150 123 532
% within Short payback 25.6% 23.1% 28.2% 23.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 84.5% 89.8% 90.9% 89.8% 88.7%
% of Total 22.7% 20.5% 25.0% 20.5% 88.7%
Total Count 161 137 165 137 600
% within Short payback 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 26.8% 22.8% 27.5% 22.8% 100.0%
Chl~ 81818Tests
Value df Asvrno. Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 3.983- 3 .263
Likelihood Ratio 3.790 3 .285
Linear-by-linear Association 2.432 1 .119
N of Valid Cases 600
8. 0 cells (,0%) have e count less than 5. The minimum count Is 15.53.
IIeaures
Value ADDrox. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .081 .263
Cramer's V .081 .263
N of Valid Cases 600
7 Which programmes would participants be Interwted In participating In the
future?
C3Jand D' II8IHIfw (Question D1DJ and "".(0uesfI0n D11J
CorreIIItIons
Gender Arra (BInned)
Kendall's tau_b Advice CorrelatIon Coeftlclent -.048 .040
Sig. (2-tailed) .225 .278
N 537 520
Insulation Correlation Coetllcient .026 -.018
Sig. (2-talledl .503 .614
N 551 537
Appliances CorrelatIon Coefficient -.012 .031
SIg. (2-ta11ed) .767 .396
N 555 539
RE Correlation CoefIIcIent .000 .058
Sig. (2-ta11ed) .998 .095
N 591 574
None Correlation CoefIIcIent .040 .290
Sig. (2-talledl .485 .000
N 295 280
-. Correlation Is sgnlficant at the 0.01 level (2-ta1ed).
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MONOVA for future partlclpatJon In specific programmes (Question C3) .1Id respondents' gender
(Question D10J
Betwaen-6ubjects Factors
Value Label N
Gender 1 male 237
2 female 268
DescrtDtlYe StatIstIcs
Gender Mean Std. DevIation N
Advice 1 male 2.98 1.237 237
2female 2.79 1.264 268
Total 2.88 1.253 505
Insulation 1 male 2.31 1.181 237
2female 2.39 1.1n 268
Total 2.35 1.178 505
Appliances 1 male 2.52 1.007 237
2female 2.49 1.047 268
Total 2.50 1.028 505
RE 1 male 2.30 1.186 237
2female 2.27 1.176 268
Total 2.29 1.179 505
Box's Test of Equality of eonn.nc.IIMrIces·
Box's M 3.615
F .358
df1 10
df2 1169197.908
Sia. .964
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices d the dependent variables .a equal aao88
arouDS.
a. Desian: Intercept + 010
lIultlv8rlate T......
Effect Value F HypothesIs En"ordf Sig. PartIal Eta
df ~ •.....t
Intercept Pillars Trace .976 5181.261· 4.000 500.000 .000 .976
Wllks'Lambda .024 5181.261· 4.000 500.000 .000 .976
HoteRina's Trace 41.450 5181.261· 4.000 500.000 .000 .976
Roy's Largest Root 41.450 5181.261· 4.000 500.000 .000 .976
Gender Pillai's Trace .008 1.002· 4.000 500.000 .406 .008
Wilks' Lambda .992 1.002" 4.000 500.000 .406 .008
HoteRing's Trace .008 1.002" 4.000 500.000 .406 .008
Roy's Largest Root .008 1.002" 4.000 500.000 .406 .008
a. Exact statistic
b. Desian: Intercept + 010
Levene's Test of Equality of ErnM' V...-.c.·
F df1 dt2 SIa.
Advice 3.015 1 503 .083
Insulation .020 1 503 .-Appliances 1.016 1 503 .314
RE .026 1 503 .873
Tests the null h that the error variance of the variable Is eauaI aao88 aroUDS.
8. Design: Intercept + D10
T.... of EtfKts
Source Dependent Type III Sum df Mean Square F Slg. PartIal Eta
Variable ofSqu.-es --Corrected AdvIce 4.43g- 1 4.439 2.836 .093 .008
Model Insulation .79ft' 1 .796 .573 .449 .001
Appliances .149" 1 .149 .141 .708 .000
RE .093" 1 .093 .067 .796 .000
Intercept Advice 4187.314 1 4187.314 2675.807 .000 .842
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Insulation 2783.117 1 2783.117 2003.427 .000 .799
Appliances 3159.483 1 3159.483 2986.758 .000 .856
RE 2629.043 1 2629.043 1886.876 .000 .790
Gender Advice 4.439 1 4.439 2.836 .093 .006
Insulation .796 1 .796 .573 .449 .001
ADoIiances .149 1 .149 .141 .708 .000
RE .093 1 .093 .067 .796 .000
Error Advice 787.193 503 1.565
Insulation 698.756 503 1.389
Appliances 532.089 503 1.058
RE 700.846 503 1.393
Total Advice 4978.000 505
Insulation 3499.000 505
Appliances 3701.000 505
RE 3338.000 505
Corrected Advice 791.632 504
Total Insulation 699.552 504
Jijipijances 532.238 504
RE 700.939 504
a. R Sauared =.006 (Adjusted R Sauared = .004)
b. R Sauared = .001 (Adiusted RSOuared = -.001)
c. R Squared = .000 (Adiusted R Sauared = -.002)
d. R Sauared = .000 (Adlusted R Sauared = -.002)
Estimated Marginal Means
Gender
Dependent Gender 95% ConfIdence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound UDoerBound
Advice 1 male 2.979 .081 2.819 3.139
2fema1e 2.791 .076 2.641 2.941
Insulation 1 male 2.312 .077 2.162 2.463
2female 2.392 .072 2.250 2.533
Appliances 1 male 2.523 .067 2.392 2.654
2 female 2.489 .063 2.365 2.612
RE 1 male 2.300 .on 2.149 2.450
2 female 2.272 .072 2.131 2.414
IIONOVA tOT fut.u,. partlclplttlon In specIIIc pl'Dfll'Mtmes (QuestIon Cl) and raspoItdenD' .,. (QuestIon
D11}
8etwMn-8'.a. ... Factors
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 over70 94
2 1941 -1953 114
3 between 42-56 145
4 410runder 138
Desert.,..". 8tatIstIcs
Aaa (Binned) Mean Std. DevIatIon N
Advice 1over70 2.84 1.306 94
2 between 57-69 2.92 1.242 114
3 between 42-56 2.69 1.267 145
4410runder 3.03 1.220 138
Total 2.87 1.259 491
Insulation 1over70 2.57 1.196 94
2 between 57-69 2.24 1.207 114
3 between 42-56 2.41 1.176 145
4410runder 2.22 1.127 138
Total 2.35 1.178 491
Appliances 1over70 2.60 1.061 94
2 between 57-69 2.38 1.017 114
3 between 42-56 2.58 1.032 145
4410runder 2.49 .998 138
Total 2.51 1.025 491
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RE 1over70 2.32 1.109 94
2 between 57-69 2.32 1.259 114
3 between 42-56 2.19 1.184 145
4410runder 2.36 1.165 138
Total 2.29 1.181 491
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices·
Box's M 39.625
F 1.301
df1 30
df2 528980.975
Sig. .125
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across
grOUDS.
a. Design: Interceot + Aaa arouD
Multlvarlata Tests"
Effect Value F Hypothesis Errordf Sig. Partial Eta
df Sauared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .976 4823.183· 4.000 484.000 .000 .976
Wilks' Lambda .024 4823.183· 4.000 484.000 .000 .976
Hatellina's Trace 39.861 4823.183- 4.000 484.000 .000 .976
ROY'sLaraest Root 39.861 4823.183· 4.000 484.000 .000 .976
Age Pillars Trace .036 1.496 12.000 1458.000 .119 .012
group Wilks' Lambda .964 1.496 12.000 1280.835 .119 .012
HoteHina's Trace .037 1.495 12.000 1448.000 .119 .012
ROY'sLargest Root .023 2.742u 4.000 486.000 .028 .022
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an UDDer bound on F that yields a lower bound on the slanlficance level.
c. Design: Interceot + AlJ8 orouD
Levene's Test of Eaualltv of ErTOr'Variances·
F df1 df2 SIa.
Advice 1.509 3 487 .211
Insulation .694 3 487 .556
Appliances .297 3 487 .827
RE 1.103 3 487 .347
Tests the null h is that the error variance of the nt variable is equal across arouDS.
a. Desion: Intercept + Age group
Tests of Between-SubilCts Etr.cts
Source Dependent Type III Sum df Mean F PartIal Eta
Variable ofSauares Square SIa. SQuared
Corrected Advice 8.581· 3 2.860 1.814 .144 .011
Model Insulation 8~ 3 2.985 2.167 .091 .013
Appliances 3.481c 3 1.160 1.105 .347 .007
RE 2.4gsr 3 .832 .594 .619 .004
Intercept Advice 3927.891 1 3927.891 2491.335 .000 .838
Insulation 2661.3n 1 2661.3n 1932.178 .000 .799
ADoIlances 3002.893 1 3002.893 2860.581 .000 .855
RE 2518.309 1 2518.309 1800.183 .000 .787
Age group Advice 8.581 3 2.860 1.814 .144 .011
Insulation 8.955 3 2.985 2.167 .091 .013
Appliances 3.481 3 1.160 1.105 .347 .007
RE 2.495 3 .832 .594 .619 .004
Error Advice 767.814 487 1.5n
Insulation 670.793 487 1.3n
APPliances 511.228 487 1.050
RE 681.273 487 1.399
Total Advice 4814.000 491
Insulation 3392.000 491
ADoIlances 3606.000 491
RE 3266.000 491
Corrected Advice n6.395 490
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Total Insulation 679.747 490
Appliances 514.709 490
RE 683.768 490
a. R SQuared = .011 (Adjusted R SQuared = .005)
b. R SQuared = .013 (Adjusted R SQuared = .(07)
c. R SQuared = .007 (Adiusted R SQuared = .(01)
d. R SQuared = .004 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.002)
ated .. IIleaEstlm aralna ns
Age (Binned)
Dependent Age (Binned) 95% Confidence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound UooerBound
Advice 1over70 2.840 .130 2.586 3.095
2 between 57-69 2.921 .118 2.690 3.152
3 between 42-56 2.690 .104 2.485 2.895
4410runder 3.029 .107 2.819 3.239
Insulation 1over70 2.574 .121 2.337 2.812
2 between 57-69 2.237 .110 2.021 2.453
3 between 42-56 2.414 .097 2.222 2.605
4410runder 2.225 .100 2.028 2.421
Appliances 1over70 2.596 .106 2.388 2.803
2 between 57-69 2.3n .096 2.189 2.566
3 between 42-56 2.579 .085 2.412 2.746
4410runder 2.486 .087 2.314 2.657
RE 1over70 2.319 .122 2.079 2.559
2 between 57-69 2.325 .111 2.107 2.542
3 between 42-56 2.186 .098 1.993 2.379
4410runder 2.382 .101 2.164 2.580
8 Which organizations would respondents prefer to administer future
programmes?
Kendall's tau b nonpa,.meII1c conaIatlons 101'adm.Is..lIfIH 0I'fI8IIIaII0n 01lulu,./II'OIIIWIIIIIM
(Question C4Jand ' _.." (QuestIon DfOJ and .... - Off)
eon.a.IIons
Gender NIe (BInned)
Kendall's tau_b Govamment Correlation CoeIIIcIent .028 -.080
SIg. (2-taled) .461 .026
N 519 504
LA Correlation Coefficient -.023 .030
SIg. (2-1aIIed) .551 .405
N 546 529
Voluntary org Correlation Coefliclent -.002 .083
SIg. (2-ta11ed) .954 .024
N 506 490
Supplier Correlation CoefIicient .013 .024
SIa. C2-ta11ed) .731 .497
N 520 504
Community CorraIaIion CoeIIIcIent .016 .140~
SIg. C2-taHed) .701 .000
N 486 469
None Correlation Coefliclent -.038 .056
SIa. (2-talled) .479 .242
N 335 323
Don't mind Correlation CoafIicIent -.086 -.021
Sig. (2-talledl .053 .603
N 418 408
*. Correlation is at the 0.05 level (2411ed).
**. Correlation is nt at the 0.01 IIMII (2-taledl.
AlANOVA 101''''''''''''''''"""""", of,."",.,.,...... .. (Quedan C4JMd ,..,...,... •.."".,
(Question Of OJ
N
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I
Gender t721__ -4I~m~a~le~ 4- ~2~38~1
. . female 233 .
Descriptive StatIstics
Gender Mean Std. Deviation N
Government 1 male 3.53 1.939 238
2female 3.58 1.811 233
Total 3.55 1.875 471
LA 1 male 2.32 1.517 238
2female 2.29 1.492 233
Total 2.30 1.503 471
Voluntary org 1 male 3.30 1.443 238
2female 3.32 1.427 233
Total 3.31 1.434 471
Supplier 1 male 3.40 1.670 238
2female 3.53 1.616 233
Total 3.46 1.643 471
Community 1 male 3.87 1.499 238
2 female 3.87 1.518 233
Total 3.87 1.507 471
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance MatrlcesD
Box's M 11.122
F .733
df1 15
df2 884n1.349
Sig. .753
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal aaoss
grouDS.
a. Deslan: Intercept + 010
MultlYllrl ... T.... -
Effect Value F HypothesIs Enordf Sig. Partial Eta
df Souarad
Intercept Pillal's Trace .974 3515.065D 5.000 465.000 .000 .974
Wdks' Lambda .026 3515.065"' 5.000 465.000 .000 .974
Hotellina's Trace 37.796 3515.065- 5.000 465.000 .000 .974
Roy's Largest Root 37.796 3515.065D 5.000 465.000 .000 .974
Gender Pillal's Trace .002 .204D 5.000 465.000 .961 .002
Wilks' Lambda .998 .204- 5.000 465.000 .961 .002
Hotellina's Trace .002 .204D 5.000 465.000 .961 .002
Roy's Largest Root .002 .204- 5.000 465.000 .961 .002
a. Exact statistic
b. Desian: Intercept + gender
L.wene's Test of EaualltY of Error VlII'Iancesa
F df1 df2 Sla.
Government 1.630 1 469 .202
LA .251 1 469 .616
Voluntary ora .159 1 469 .691
SuDDIler .515 1 469 .473
Community .001 1 469 .982
Tests the null h . that the error variance of the nt variable Is eaual aaoss groups.
a. Design: Intercept + aender
T.... of Between-5 Etf8cts
Source Dependent Variable TYP!.III Sum of df Mean F P.tlal Eta
Souara SID•
Corrected Government .203- 1 .203 .058 .811 .000
Model LA .064u 1 .064 .028 .887 .000
Voluntarv ora .044'" 1 .044 .021 .884 .000
SuPPlier 1.826" 1 1.826 .676 .411 .001
Communltv .OOS- 1 .006 .003 .960 .000
Interceot Government 5949.697 1 5949.697 1688.939 .000 .783
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LA 2498.866 1 2498.866 1104.047 .000 .702
Voluntary org 5153.3n 1 5153.3n 2501.181 .000 .842
Supplier 5656.348 1 5656.348 2093.215 .000 .817
Communitv 7054.970 1 7054.970 3100.740 .000 .869
010 Government .203 1 .203 .058 .811 .000
LA .064 1 .064 .028 .867 .000
Voluntary ora .044 1 .044 .021 .884 .000
Supplier 1.826 1 1.826 .676 .411 .001
Community .006 1 .006 .003 .960 .000
Error Government 1652.167 469 3.523
LA 1061.520 469 2.263
Voluntary org 966.317 469 2.060
Supplier 1267.346 469 2.702
Community 1067.094 469 2.275
Total Government 7602.000 471
LA 3561.000 471
Voluntary org 6120.000 471
Supplier 6924.000 471
Communitv 8123.000 471
Corrected Government 1652.369 470
Total LA 1061.584 470
Voluntary ora 966.361 470
Supplier 1269.172 470
Community 1067.100 470
a. R SQuared = .000 (Adlusted R SQuared = -.002)
b. R SQuared = .000 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.002)
c. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002)
d. R Squared = .001 (Adiusted R SQuared = -.001)
e. R SQuared = .000 (Adlusted R SQuared = -.002)
E ti ated M I I Meanam _raiN a
Gender
Dependent Gender 95% ConfIdence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Enor Lower Bound Upper Bound
Government 1 male 3.534 .122 3.295 3.n3
2female 3.575 .123 3.333 3.817
LA 1 male 2.315 .098 2.123 2.507
2female 2.292 .099 2.098 2.486
Voluntary erg 1 male 3.298 .093 3.115 3.481
2 female 3.318 .094 3.133 3.502
Supplier 1 male 3.403 .107 3.194 3.613
2female 3.528 .108 3.316 3.740
Community 1 male 3.874 .098 3.682 4.066
2female 3.667 .099 3.673 4.061
C4Jand ·1IfIItdfW D10J
ea.. Proc:euI~ SuIlllll8lY
Cases
Valid Missing TOIaI
N I Percent N I Percent N 1 Percent
Don't mind • Gender 4181 58.0% 303 1 42.0% 721.1 100.0%
Don' mind· Gender CroutabulMlon
Gender
1 male 2fema1e TOIaI
Don't mind 1 Count 61 94 155
% within Don't mind 39.4% 60.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 30.7% 42.9% 37.1%
% of Total 14.6% 22.5% 37.1%
2 Count 7 5 12
% within Don't mind 58.3% 41.7% 100.0%
% within Gender 3.5% 2.3% 2.9%
%ofTotai 1.7% 1.2% 2.9%
336
Appendix 0
3 Count 10 7 17
% within Don't mind 58.8% 41.2% 100.0%
% within Gender 5.0% 3.2% 4.1%
%ofTotal 2.4% 1.7% 4.1%
4 Count 6 5 11
% within Don't mind 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
% within Gender 3.0% 2.3% 2.6%
%ofTotal 1.4% 1.2% 2.6%
5 Count 12 9 21
% within Don't mind 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 6.0% 4.1% 5.0%
% of Total 2.9% 2.2% 5.0%
6 Count 59 57 116
% within Don't mind 50.9% 49.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 29.6% 26.0% 27.8%
% of Total 14.1% 13.6% 27.8%
7 Count 44 42 86
% within Don't mind 51.2% 48.8% 100.0%
% within Gender 22.1% 19.2% 20.6%
%ofTotal 10.5% 10.0% 20.6%
Total Count 199 219 418
% within Don't mind 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
Chl-s ....... T....
Value cif Asymp. Sig. (2-s1ded)
Pearson Chi-SQuare 7.549" 6 .273
likelihood Ratio 7.592 6 .270
Linear-by-Unear AssocIatIon 4.073 1 .044
N of Valid Cases 418
a. 0 cells (.0%) have count less than 5. The minimum count Is 5.24 .
...........
Value ADOrOx. 810.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .134 .273
Cramer's V .134 .273
N of Valid Cases 418
MANOVA for admln#Stlatitfe 0I"fI8IIIzaII0 of futu,. progI'MtInN (Quesflon C4J and ,..,...,... ...
(Qu.. tIon 011J
BeIween-8ublects F.aon
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 over70 108
2 between 57-69 107
3 between 42-56 123
4 410runder 119
o..crtptM ..... 1Ic8
AQe (Binned) Mean Std. DeYIatIon N
Government 1over70 3.98 1.988 108
2 between 57-69 3.78 1.963 107
3 between 42-56 3.33 1.836 123
4410runder 3.24 1.681 119
Total 3.58 1.884 457
LA 1over70 2.31 1.585 108
2 between 57-69 2.42 1.649 107
3 between 42-56 2.25 1.441 123
4410runder 2.24 1.385 119
Total 2.30 1.505 457
Voluntary org 10v.70 3.22 1.449 108
2 between 57-69 3.21 1.432 107
3 between 42-58 3.32 1.500 123
4410runder 3.49 1.346 119
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Total 3.31 1.433 457
Supplier 1over70 3.44 1.590 108
2 between 57-69 3.53 1.717 107
3 between 42-56 3.43 1.756 123
4410runder 3.45 1.572 119
Total 3.46 1.657 457
Community 1 over 70 3.58 1.523 108
2 between 57-69 3.80 1.551 107
3 between 42-56 3.84 1.495 123
4410runder 4.24 1.424 119
Total 3.87 1.511 457
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance lIatricH·
Box's M 53.924
F 1.175
df1 45
df2 495383.467
Sig. .197
Tests the null h . that the observed covariance matrices 01 the t variables are__N.181across groups.
a. Deskin: Intercept + Age
Multivariate Tests"
Effect Value F Hypothesis Errordf Sig. Pa1IaI Eta
df Squared
Intercept Pillai's Trace .974 3389.004- 5.000 449.000 .000 .974
Wilks' Lambda .026 3389.004- 5.000 449.000 .000 .974
Hotelling's Trace 37.739 3389.004- 5.000 449.000 .000 .974
Roy's Largest Root 37.739 3389.004- 5.000 449.000 .000 .974
Age Pillai's Trace .049 1.487 15.000 1353.000 .102 .016
Wilks' Lambda .952 1.493 15.000 1239.893 .100 .016
Hotelling's Trace .050 1.499 15.000 1343.000 .098 .016
ROY'sLamest Root .040 3.~ 5.000 451.000 .003 .038
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the nce 1evaI.
c. Desion: InterceDt + AIle
Lew ... '. Test of Equality of Error Vart.teee
F df1 df2 _S!g.
Government 2.862 3 453 .056
LA 1.252 3 453 .290
Voluntary ora .666 3 453 .573
SUDDlier .790 3 453 .500
Community 1.139 3 453 .333
Tests the null h that the error variance of the variable Is~ac:ross~
a. Deskin: Int~ +Age
T.... of .......... EtIWcIa
Source Dependent Type III Sum cif Mean F Slg. PartIal Eta
Variable of- Square ~
Corrected Government 43.021- 3 14.340 4.124 .007 .027
Model LA 2.21r 3 .739 .325 .807 .002
Voluntary OlD 5.745" 3 1.915 .932 .425 .006
Su~ler .7~ 3 247 .089 .986 .001
Community 25.351· 3 8.450 3.770 .011 .024
Intercept Government 5840.569 1 5840.569 1679.513 .000 .786
LA 2420.207 1 2420.207 1064.306 .000 .701
Voluntary ora 4982.960 1 4982.960 2425.857 .000 .843
Supplier 5461.068 1 5481.068 19n.762 .000 .814
Community 6801.780 1 6801.780 3034.809 .000 .870
Age Government 43.021 3 14.340 4.124 .007 .027
LA 2.217 3 .739 .325 .807 .002
Voluntary ora 5.745 3 1.915 .932 .425 .006
Sumler .740 3 247 .089 .986 .001
Community 25.351 3 8.450 3.nO .011 .024
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Error Government 1575.325 453 3.478
LA 1030.111 453 2.274
Valuntarv ora 930.509 453 2.054
SUDDlier 1250.840 453 2.761
Community 1015.288 453 2.241
Total Government 7425.000 457
LA 3454.000 457
Valuntarv ora 5952.000 457
Supplier 6728.000 457
Community 7896.000 457
Corrected Government 1618.346 456
Total LA 1032.328 456
Voluntarv ora 936.254 456
SUDDlier 1251.580 456
CommunitY 1040.639 456
a. R Sauared = .027 (Adiusted R Sauared - .020
b. R Sauared = .002 (Adjusted R Souared = -.004)
c. R Sauared = .006 (Adjusted R-SCuared = .000)
d. R SQuared = .001 (Adiusted RSOuared = -.(06)
e. R Sauared = .024 (,AAH .... ...t R Sauared = .018)
Estimated Marginal Means
Age (Binned)
Dependent Age (Binned) 95% ConfIdence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Uooer Bound
Government 1over70 3.981 .179 3.629 4.334
2between57-69 3.n6 .180 3.421 4.130
3 between 42-56 3.333 .168 3.003 3.664
4410runder 3.235 .171 2.899 3.571
LA 1over70 2.306 .145 2.020 2.591
2 between 57-69 2.421 .146 2.134 2.707
3 between 42-56 2.252 .136 1.985 2.519
4410runder 2.244 .136 1.972 2.515
Voluntary org 1over70 3.222 .138 2.951 3.493
2 between 57-69 3.206 .139 2.933 3.478
3 between 42-56 3.317 .129 3.063 3.571
4410runder 3.487 .131 3.229 3.746
Supplier 1over70 3.435 .160 3.121 3.749
2 between 57-69 3.533 .161 3.217 3.848
3 between 42-56 3.431 .150 3.138 3.725
4410runder 3.454 .152 3.154 3.753
Community 1over70 3.583 .144 3.300 3.866
2 between 57-69 3.804 .145 3.519 4.088
3 between 42-56 3.837 .135 3.572 4.103
4410runder 4.235 .137 3.966 4.505
ANOVA toT admin.".".,. 0IfIIIIIIAII0ns 01,."",. ,...,.".,.... (QuesfIon C4Jand~· ....
(Question D11J
Deecrtatlves • Don't mind
95% Conftdence
Interval for Mean
N Mean Std. Std. Lower Upper MInknum Malcin'un
DevIatIon Error Bound Bound
1over70 99 4.29 2.463 .248 3.80 4.78 1 7
2 between 57-69 94 3.85 2.501 .258 3.34 4.36 1 7
3 between 42-56 98 4.11 2.580 .261 3.59 4.63 1 7
4410runder 115 3.85 2.640 .246 3.36 4.34 1 7
Total 406 4.02 2.549 .126 3.n 4.27 1 7
SiA· 2m1
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ANOYA • Don't mind
Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Sauares
Between Groups 14.128 3 4.709 .724 .538
Within Groups 2616.672 402 6.509
Total 2630.800 405
Robust Tests of Equallt of .... na • Don't mind
Statistic· df1 df2 Sig.
Welch .739 3 221.558 .530
Brown-Forsythe .727 3 399.890 .537
a. Asymptotically F distributed.
Post Hoc Tests
MultiDi8 ComDarison.
Don't mind - Tukey HSD
(I) Age (Binned) (J) Age (Binned) 95% Confidence Interval
Mean Lower Upper Lower Upper
Difference (I-J) Bound Bound Bound Bound
1oyer70 2 between 57-69 .442 -.51 1.39 -.51 1.39
3 between 42-56 .181 -.76 1.12 -.76 1.12
4410runder .441 -.46 1.34 -.46 1.34
2 between 57-69 1over70 -.442 -1.39 .51 -1.39 .51
3 between 42-56 -.261 -1.21 .69 -1.21 .69
4410runder -.001 -.92 .91 -.92 .91
3 between 42-56 1over70 -.181 -1.12 .76 -1.12 .76
2 between 57-69 .261 -.69 1.21 -.69 1.21
4410runder .260 -.64 1.16 -.64 1.16
441 or under 1over70 -.441 -1.34 .46 -1.34 .46
2 between 57-69 .001 -.91 .92 -.91 .92
3 between 42-56 -.260 -1.16 .64 -1.16 .64
Ho sSubsets
Don't mind
Tukey HSD·"u
Age (Binned) Subset for aloha = 0.05
N 1
2 between 57-69 94 3.85
4410runder 115 3.85
3 between 42-56 98 4.11
1oyer70 99 4.29
Sig. .608
Means for atOUPS In IIUI ssubsets.-ed
a. Uses Hannonlc Mean Sam. Size = 100.911.
b. The DrOUD sizes 818 uneauaI. The harmonic mean of the group sizes la U88C1.T_ I error IeY8ia .. not -
9 What size of programmes would participants prefer?
Kendall's Iltu b nonpeqmefl1c coneIefIoIIs fw .........,.,....,.... .... (Quedon C5JMd......."...
gender (Quedon DfOJ end aae/Quedon D1fJ
CorNIatIona
Gender IV.Ja
Kendalfs tau_b UK CorrelatIon Coerricient .096 -.002
Sla. (2-ta1ed) .017 .950
N 507 493
Regional CorrelatIon CoaIIicient .055 .003
SIa. (2-ta1ed) .171 .934
N 492 479
County CorrelatIon Coerricient -.039 .017
SIa. 12-ta1ed) .350 .857
N 467 475
DIsIrict CorrelatIon CoeftIcIent -.041 .045
SiQ.T2-ta1ed) . .320 .237
N 488 475
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Community Correlation Coefficient -.037 .034
Ski. (2-tailed) .370 .379
N 479 466
Don' mind ConeIatIon Coefficient -.125 .031
Sio. (2-tailed) .004 .448
N 497 484
*. Correlation is siQnificant at the 0.051eve1 (2-tailedl.
-. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).
MANOVA for future mea' sID (QuestIon CSJand ' _n:lw' (Question D10J
Betwaen-5ubJect. Fectors
Value Label N
Gender 1 male 1n
2 female 174
DescrIptive SbdIstIcs
Gender Mean Std. Deviation N
UK 1 male 3.04 1.935 1n
2female 3.47 1.987 174
Total 3.25 1.970 351
Regional 1 male 3.11 1.259 1n
2 female 3.20 1.231 174
Total 3.15 1.244 351
County 1 male 3.00 1.039 1n
2female 2.95 1.030 174
Total 2.98 1.033 351
District 1 male 3.16 1.293 1n
2female 3.07 1.299 174
Total 3.12 1.295 351
Community 1 male 3.84 1.708 1n
2female 3.60 1.802 174
Total 3.72 1.757 351
Don't mind 1 male 4.89 2.014 1n
2female 4.64 2.107 174
Total 4.76 2.061 351
BoX-aT_of of eov.n..c:. ...........
Box's M 21.786
F 1.018
df1 21
dt2 44n07.533
Ski. .435
Tests the null . that the obeenIed covariance maIrices d the variables are equal acroea arouDS.
a. Desion: Intercept + 010
MultlYerIN T.... •
Effect Value F Hypothesis Errordf Sig. PartIal Eta
df Squared
Intercept Pillars Trace .995 11335.003" 6.000 344.000 .000 .995
Wilks' Lambda .005 11335.003 6.000 344.000 .000 .995
HoteIIina's Trace 197.704 11335.003 6.000 344.000 .000 .995
Rov's Largest Root 197.704 11335.003 6.000 344.000 .000 .995
010 PlHars Trace .016 .929" 6.000 344.000 .474 .016
Wilks' Lambda .984 .929" 6.000 344.000 .474 .016
HoteUlna's Trace .016 .~ 6.000 344.000 .474 .016
Roy's Laraest Root .016 .B2V 6.000 344.000 .474 .016
a. Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept + 010
Lwene'. Test f1I E..... 1ty f1I Error V~·
F df1 dI2 Sia.
UK .224 1 349 .637
Reaional .009 1 349 .823
County .010 1 349 .919
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District .044 1 349 .833
Community 2.216 1 349 .137
Oon'tmind 2.264 1 349 .133
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable Is eQual across CII'OUDS.
a. Design: Intercept+ 010
Tests of Between..subJect Effects
Source Dependent Type III Sum df Mean F Partial Eta
Variable of SQuares SQuare Sig. SQuared
Corrected UK 15.921- 1 15.921 4.140 .043 .012
Model Regional .77X' 1 .772 .498 .481 .001
County .185" 1 .185 .173 .677 .000
District .69r 1 .697 .415 .520 .001
Community 4.985- 1 4.985 1.618 .204 .005
Don't mind 5.443 1 5.443 1.282 .258 .004
Intercept UK 3712.947 1 3712.947 965.576 .000 .735
Regional 3491.940 1 3491.940 2252.989 .000 .866
County 3110.544 1 3110.544 2905.478 .000 .893
District 3414.942 1 3414.942 2032.852 .000 .853
Community 4863.789 1 4863.789 1578.728 .000 .819
Don't mind 7960.486 1 7960.486 1874.724 .000 .843
010 UK 15.921 1 15.921 4.140 .043 .012
Reaional .772 1 .772 .498 .481 .001
County .185 1 .185 .173 .677 .000
District .697 1 .697 .415 .520 .001
Community 4.985 1 4.985 1.618 .204 .005
Don't mind 5.443 1 5.443 1.282 .258 .004
Error UK 1342.016 349 3.845
Reaional 540.920 349 1.550
County 373.632 349 1.071
District 586.277 349 1.680
Community 1075.209 349 3.081
Don't mind 1481.930 349 4.246
Total UK 5067.000 351
Regional 4033.000 351
Count}< 3485.000 351
District 4003.000 351
Community 5947.000 351
Don't mind 9452.000 351
Corrected UK 1357.937 350
Total Regional 541.692 350
County 373.818 350
District 586.974 350
Community 1080.194 350
Don't mind 1487.373 350
a. R SQuared = .012 (Adjusted R ~,""'" = .009)
b. R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.001)
c. R SQuared = .000 (Adjusted R SQuared = -.002)
d. R SQuared = .001 (Adlusted R SQuared = -.002)
e. R Squared = .005 (Adjusted R = .002)
f. R SQuared = .004 (Adiusted R SQuared = .001)
Estimated ....-aIMI .....
Gender
Dependent Gender 95% ConfIdence InWvaI
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound UDDerBound
UK 1 male 3.040 .147 2.750 3.329
2 female 3.466 .149 3.173 3.758
Regional 1 male 3.107 .094 2.923 3.291
2fema1e 3.201 .094 3.018 3.387
County 1 male 3.000 .078 2.847 3.153
2 female 2.954 .078 2.800 3.108
District 1 male 3.184 .097 2.972 3.355
2fema1e 3.075 .098 2.881 3.288
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Community 1 male 3.842 .132 3.582 4.101
2female 3.603 .133 3.342 3.865
Don't mind 1 male 4.887 .155 4.582 5.192
2female 4.638 .156 4.331 4.945
MANOVA for future programmes' size (Question C5) and ..... , ".".. (Question D10J
Between-8ubJects Factors
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 over70 75
2 between 57-69 89
3 between 42-56 88
4 41 or under 92
Descriptive StatIstIcs
Age (Binned) Mean Std. DevIation N
UK 1over70 3.12 1.881 75
2 between 57-69 3.13 1.990 89
3 between 42-56 3.47 2.005 88
4410runder 3.21 1.970 92
Total 3.24 1.962 344
Regional 1over70 3.12 1.127 75
2 between 57-69 3.15 1.310 89
3 between 42-56 3.22 1.368 88
4410runder 3.11 1.172 92
Total 3.15 1.247 344
County 1over70 2.85 1.049 75
2 between 57-69 3.07 1.106 89
3 between 42-56 2.89 .952 88
4410runder 3.09 1.002 92
Total 2.98 1.029 344
District 1over70 3.05 1.385 75
2 between 57-69 3.15 1.361 89
3 between 42-56 3.05 1.203 88
4410runder 3.24 1.296 92
Total 3.13 1.302 344
Community 1over70 3.89 1.737 75
2 between 57-69 3.90 1.693 89
3 between 42-56 3.43 1.799 88
4410runder 3.73 1.804 92
Total 3.73 1.762 344
Don't mind 1over70 5.00 1.910 75
2 between 57-69 4.72 2.137 89
3 between 42-56 4.83 1.972 88
4410runder 4.57 2.180 92
Total 4.77 2.057 344
BoX-s Test of Equality of Covariance 1I.trtc:.s·
Box'sM 307.464
F 4.726
df1 63
df2 258887.888
Sig. .000
Tests the null h that lie obaerY8d cov.-Iance rnaIrIces d lie vartebIea .. eauaI acrua arouDe.
a. Design: Interceot + 011
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I Hotelling's Trace I .033 I .611 I 18.000 I 1001.000 .893 .011
I Roy's Largest Root I .019 I 1.064D I 6.000 I 337.000 .384 .019
a. Exact statistic
b. The statistic is an UDD8rbound on F that Yields a lower bound on the sianlflcance level.
c. Design: Intercept + 011
Levene'. Test of ECIWlilty of Error Variances·
F df1 df.2 SIa.
UK .653 3 340 .582
Regional 2.019 3 340 .111
County .203 3 340 .894
District .800 3 340 .495
Community 1.917 3 340 .127
Don't mind 2.811 3 340 .059
Tests the null hvoothesls that the error variance of the dependent variable is eaual across OI"OUDS.
a. Design: Intercept + 011
Tests of Betw8en-Sub Iecta Etfac:ts
Source Dependent Type III Sum df Mean F Partial Eta
Variable of SQuares SQuare SID. Sauared
Corrected UK 6.651- 3 2.217 .574 .632 .005
Model Realonal .60~ 3 .202 .129 .943 .001
County 3.707" 3 1.236 1.170 .321 .010
District 2.180" 3 .727 .426 .734 .004
Communitv 12.361· 3 4.120 1.330 .264 .012
Don't mind 8.366 3 2.789 .657 .579 .006
Intercept UK 3570.624 1 3570.624 924.415 .000 .731
Regional 3387.107 1 3387.107 2161.313 .000 .864
County 3022.679 1 3022.679 2861.507 .000 .894
District 3329.949 1 3329.949 1953.908 .000 .852
Community 4776.903 1 4776.903 1542.350 .000 .819
Don't mind 7805.991 1 7805.991 1839.212 .000 .844
011 UK 6.651 3 2.217 .574 .632 .005
ReaionaI .607 3 .202 .129 .943 .001
County 3.707 3 1.236 1.170 .321 .010
District 2.180 3 .727 .426 .734 .004
Communitv 12.361 3 4.120 1.330 .264 .012
Don't mind 8.366 3 2.789 .657 .579 .006
Error UK 1313.276 340 3.863
Reoional 532.832 340 1.567
County 359.150 340 1.056
District 579.445 340 1.704
Communitv 1053.034 340 3.097
Don't mind 1443.029 340 4.244
Total UK 4921.000 344
Regional 3943.000 344
County 3417.000 344
District 3941.000 344
Community 5858.000 344
Don't mind 9270.000 344
Corrected UK 1319.927 343
Total Regional 533.439 343
County 362.858 343
District 581.625 343
Community 1065.395 343
Don't mind 1451.395 343
a. R SQuared = .005 I R = -.0(4)
b. R SQuared = .001 R = -.0081
c. R ~,...--t = .010 1.A.u.-- R = .001)
d. R SQuared - .004 (Adtusted R =-.005\
e. R SQuared = .012 R SQuared = .003)
f. R Squared = .006 (Adlusted R ~.....- = -.003)
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Estimated Marginal Means
A~Bln~
Dependent Age (Binned) 95% Confidence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Enor Lower Bound Upper Bound
UK 1over70 3.120 .227 2.674 3.566
2 between 57-69 3.135 .208 2.725 3.545
3 between 42-56 3.466 .210 3.054 3.878
4410runder 3.207 .205 2.803 3.610
Regional 1over70 3.120 .145 2.836 3.404
2 between 57-69 3.146 .133 2.885 3.407
3 between 42-56 3.216 .133 2.953 3.478
4410runder 3.109 .131 2.852 3.365
County 1over70 2.853 .119 2.620 3.087
2 between 57-69 3.067 .109 2.853 3.282
3 between 42-56 2.886 .110 2.671 3.102
4410runder 3.087 .107 2.876 3.298
District 1over70 3.053 .151 2.757 3.350
2 between 57-69 3.146 .138 2.874 3.418
3 between 42-56 3.045 .139 2.n2 3.319
4410runder 3.239 .136 2.971 3.507
Community 1over70 3.893 .203 3.494 4.293
2 between 57-69 3.899 .187 3.532 4.266
3 between 42-56 3.432 .188 3.063 3.801
4410runder 3.728 .183 3.367 4.089
Don't mind 1over70 5.000 .238 4.532 5.468
2 between 57-69 4.719 .218 4.290 5.149
3 between 42-56 4.830 .220 4.398 5.262
4410runder 4.565 .215 4.143 4.988
10 Which marketing strategies would participants prefer?
Kendall's tMI_b nonparameIrIc coneIaIIons fw,.."",.",.,.""" strategies (Quesfion Cl) .INI
teSDOndents' _ .... (QuestIon OfO, and age (QuestIon 011'
CorrelatIons
Gender Age (Binned)
Kendall's tau_b TV Correlation CoeffIcIent -.025 -.097
Sla. (2-ta1led) .523 .007
N 533 519
Internet Correlation Coemcient .087 -.141
Sig. (2-talled) .027 .000
N 500 487
Radio Correlation Coetllclent -.012 -.119
SIg. (2-talled) .760 .001
N 506 493
Mail out Correlation CoefIIcIent .rJ97 .115
Sig. (2-ta1led) .011 .001
N 534 519
LA campaign Correlation Coefficient -.021 .147
Sig. (2-ta1led) srt .000
N 570 554
Word of mouth Correlation Coefficient -.084 .078
Sla. (2-taIledJ .032 .032
N 503 480
Don't mind ConaIation CoefIk:Ient .000 .128
_Slgo_{2-1ai1ed) .997 .002
N 442 430
-. ConeIation Is sianlficant at the 0.01 level (2-ta1ed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.051eve1 (2-ta1ed).
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I female 181 I
Descriptive StatIstIcs
Gender Mean Std. DevIation N
TV 1 male 2.96 1.740 166
2female 2.93 1.764 181
Total 2.95 1.750 347
Internet 1 male 4.72 1.529 166
2female 4.99 1.650 181
Total 4.66 1.597 347
Radio 1 male 4.19 1.469 166
2female 4.19 1.452 181
Total 4.19 1.458 347
Mail out 1 male 3.16 1.673 166
2female 3.41 1.738 181
Total 3.29 1.710 347
Word of mouth 1 male 4.31 1.848 166
2female 4.07 1.837 181
Total 4.18 1.843 347
Don't mind 1 male 5.74 2.057 166
2femate 5.93 1.874 181
Total 5.84 1.963 347
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance M8b1ces·
Box's M 22.529
F 1.053
df1 21
dfl 430947.959
Sig. .393
Tests the null . that the observed covariance matrices of the variables are 8QU8l8CI'088 GIOUDS.
a. Design: Intercept + 010
Multivariate TestsD
Effect Value F Hypothesis Errordf Sig. PartIal Eta
cif SQuared
Intercept pulars Trace .994 92n.38.,.. 6.000 340.000 .000 .994
Wilks' Lambda .006 92n.38~ 6.000 340.000 .000 .994
Hotellina's Trace 163.719 92n.38~ 6.000 340.000 .000 .994
RoY's Largest Root 163.719 92n.38r 6.000 340.000 .000 .994
010 PiHars Trace .029 1.675- 6.000 340.000 .126 .029
Wdks' Lambda .971 1.67S- 6.000 340.000 .126 .029
HoteHlng's Trace .030 1.67S- 6.000 340.000 .126 .029
Roy's Largest Root .030 1.675- 6.000 340.000 .126 .029
a. Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept + 010
Tests of Between-SubJe4:la Eff8cts
Source Dependent Type '" Sum df Mean F PMIaIEta
Variable of SQuare Sig. ..
Corrected TV .110- 1 .110 .036 .850 .000
Model Internet 6.410" 1 6.410 2.525 .113 .007
Radio .002" 1 .002 .001 .975 .000
Ma" out 5.752" 1 5.752 1.973 .161 .006
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Word of mouth 5.026· 1
Don't mind 3.035' 1
5.026
3.035
1.481
.787
.224
.376
.004
.002
Intercept TV 3005.989 1
Internet 8156.831 1
3005.989
8156.831
978.503
3213.659
.000
.000
.739
.903
Radio 6081.478 1 6081.478 2852.845 .000 .892
Mail out 3738.686 1 3738.686 1282.344 .000 .788
Word of mouth 6071.193 1
Don't mind 11790.574 1
6071.193
11790.574
1789.404
3058.623
.000
.000
.838
.899
010 TV .110 1
Internet 6.410 1
.110
6.410
.036
2.525
.850
.113
.000
.007
Radio .002 1 .002 .001 .975 .000
Mail out 5.752 1 5.752 1.973 .161 .006
Word of mouth 5.026 1
Don't mind 3.035 1
Radio 735.445 345
Mail out 1005.850 345
Word of mouth 1170.536 345
Don't mind 1329.928 345
Radio 6828.000 347
Mail out 4nO.000 347
Word of mouth 7243.000 347
Don't mind 13162.000 347
Mail out 1011.602 346
Word of mouth 1175.562 348
5.026
3.035
3.072
2.538
2.132
2.916
3.393
3.855
1.481
.787
.224
.376
.004
.002
Error TV 1059.849 345
Internet 875.671 345
Total TV 4070.000 347
Internet 9074.000 347
Corrected TV 1059.960 348
Total Internet 882.081 348
Radio 735.447 346
a. R Sauared =.000 Adlusted R )auared = -.003
b. R Sauared = .007 Adiusted R ~~ = .(04)
c. R Squared =.000 AdhJsted R = -.003)
Don't mind 1332.963 348
d. R Sauared = .006 (Adiusted R ~-,....4 = .003)
e. R Sauared = .004 (AdJusted R C!_._~ = .(01)
E
f. R Sauared = .002 (Adlusted R Sauared = -.(01)
.tlnuded Maralnal .......
Gender
Dependent Gender 95% ConfIdence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Error LowarBound UDDer Bound
TV 1 male 2.964 .136 2.696 3.231
2fema1e 2.928 .130 2.672 3.184
Internet 1 male 4.717 .124 4.474 4.960
2female 4.989 .118 4.756 5.222
Radio 1 male 4.193 .113 3.970 4.416
2fema1e 4.188 .109 3.974 4.401
Mail out 1 male 3.157 .133 2.896 3.417
2 female 3.414 .127 3.165 3.664
Word of mouth 1 male 4.307 .143 4.026 4.588
2ferna1e 4.066 .137 3.797 4.336
Don't mind 1 male 5.741 .152 5.441 6.041
2 female 5.928 .146 5.641 6.215
gen.,. (QuestIon D10J
c...
Cases
Valid Mlellna Total
N Percent N Percent N P.-ari
LA campaign • 565 78.9% 151 21.1% 716 100.0%
Gender
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LA campalan * Gender Crosstabulatlon
Gender
1 male 2 female Total
LA campaign 1 Count 109 115 224
% within LA camp 48.7% 51.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 40.1% 39.2% 39.6%
%ofTotal 19.3% 20.4% 39.6%
2 Count 54 72 126
% within LA camp 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
% within Gender 19.9% 24.6% 22.3%
%ofTotal 9.6% 12.7% 22.3%
3 Count 35 45 80
% within LA camp 43.8% 56.3% 100.0%
% within Gender 12.9% 15.4% 14.2%
%ofTotal 6.2% 8.0% 14.2%
4 Count 41 33 74
% within LA camp 55.4% 44.6% 100.0%
% within Gender 15.1% 11.3% 13.1%
%ofTotal 7.3% 5.8% 13.1%
5 Count 20 22 42
% within LA camD 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 7.4% 7.5% 7.4%
%ofTotal 3.5% 3.9% 7.4%
6 Count 5 4 9
% within LA camp 55.6% 44.4% 100.0%
% within Gender 1.8% 1.4% 1.6%
%ofTotal .9% .7% 1.6%
7 Count 8 2 10
% within LA camp 80.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Gender 2.9% .7% 1.8%
% of Total 1.4% .4% 1.8%
Total Count 272 293 565
% within LA camp 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%
Chl.sau .... T....
Value df Asvmo. SkLl2.aded)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.884· 6 .247
Likelihood Ratio 8.142 6 .228
Linear-by-linear Association 1.788 1 .181
N of Valid Cases 565
a. 3 cells (21.4%) have e count less than 5. The minimum emected count Is 4.33.---Value ADDrox. Sla.Nominal by Nominal Phi .118 .247
Crame(sV .118 .247
N of Valid Cases 565
IIANOVA for future marlretJrtg r (QuesfIon Cl)Md ~ •_ (Qvestbt D11)
Between-Su ... Factors
Value Label N
Age (Binned) 1 over70 96
2 between 57-69 107
3 betwaen 42-56 129
4 410runder 120
DeecrtDllYe ... 114Ic8
AGe (Binned) Mean Std. DevIatIon N
TV 1over70 3.20 1.708 96
2 between 57-69 3.03 1.668 107
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3 between 42-56 2.78 1.695 129
4410runder 2.61 1.750 120
Total 2.88 1.715 452
Internet 1over70 5.21 1.507 96
2 between 57-69 4.98 1.602 107
3 between 42-56 4.74 1.597 129
4410runder 4.38 1.701 120
Total 4.80 1.631 452
Radio 1over70 4.58 1.343 96
2 between 57-69 4.16 1.499 107
3 between 42-56 4.11 1.501 129
4410runder 3.84 1.572 120
Total 4.15 1.505 452
Word of mouth 10ver70 3.97 1.922 96
2 between 57-69 4.07 1.872 107
3 between 42-56 4.13 1.998 129
4410runder 4.29 1.831 120
Total 4.13 1.906 452
BoX-s Test of ~qU811ty of Covariance MMrlces·
Box's M 23.353
F .766
df1 30
dfZ 504264.460
Ski. .816
Tests the null . that the observed COYariance maIrices oIthe variabIes .. ~ acroea_jpOUpll.
a. Desion: Intercept + 808
Mullivariate T.... ~
Effect Value F HypothesIs Errordf Sig. Partial Eta
df __§g_uarad
Intercept PiHai's Trace .971 3697.98r 4.000 445.000 .000 .971
Wilks' Lambda .029 3697.9Q_t" 4.000 445.000 .000 .971
HoteUing's Trace 33.240 3697.98r 4.000 445.000 .000 .971
ROY's LanIest Root 33.240 3697.98r 4.000 445.000 .000 .971
1qJ Pllars Trace .063 2.387 12.000 1341.000 .005 .021
Wllks'Lambda .937 2.424 12.000 1177.661 .004 .021
HoteIIing's Trace .066 2.457 12.000 1331.000 .004 .022
ROY's Laraest Root .063 7.008u 4.000 447.000 .000 .059
a. Exad statistic
b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the sIgniIIcance level.
c. Desion: I +aae
Levene·s Tast 01EQuality of Error Yat'IIInw.·
F df1 dt2 Sig.
TV .372 3 448 .773
Internet 1.504 3 448 .213
Radio 1.332 3 448 .263
Word of mouth 1.165 3 448 .323
Tests the null that the error variance of the variable Is equal 8Q'08S groups.
a. Desion: I +808
r....of Etr.cta
Source Dependent Type IIISum df Mean F Sig. PartIal Eta
Variable of'"' ~ ,.., ..
Corrected TV 22.116"' 3 7.372 2.531 .057 .017
Model Internet 4O.7_W 3 13.585 5.252 .001 .034
Radio 29.665" 3 9.888 4.485 .004 .029
Word of mouth 5.952" 3 1.984 .545 .652 .004
Intercept TV 3764.816 1 3764.816 1292.770 .000 .743
Internet 10409.381 1 10409.381 4024.613 .000 .900
Radio 7772.776 1 7772.776 3509.916 .000 .887
Word of mouth 7564.243 1 7564.243 2078.638 .000 .823
Me TV 22.116 3 7.372 2.531 .057 .017
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Internet 40.755 3 13.585 5.252 .001 .034
Radio 29.665 3 9.888 4.465 .004 .029
Word of mouth 5.952 3 1.984 .545 .652 .004
Error TV 1304.670 448 2.912
Internet 1158.721 448 2.586
Radio 992.105 448 2.215
Word of mouth 1631.859 448 3.643
Total TV 5083.000 452
Internet 11627.000 452
Radio 8808.000 452
Word of mouth 9333.000 452
Corrected TV 1326.785 451
Total Internet 1199.476 451
Radio 1021.770 451
Word of mouth 1637.812 451
a. R Squared = .017 (Adjusted R Squared = .010)
b. R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = .028)
c. R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared - .023)
d. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003)
E dMstimate arqlnal Means
Aae (Binned)
Dependent Age (Binned) 95% Confidence Interval
Variable Mean Std. Error Lower Bound UDDer Bound
TV 1 over 70 3.198 .174 2.856 3.540
2 between 57-69 3.028 .165 2.704 3.352
3 between 42-56 2.783 .150 2.488 3.078
441 or under 2.608 .156 2.302 2.914
Internet 1 over 70 5.208 .164 4.886 5.531
2 between 57-69 4.981 .155 4.676 5.287
3 between 42-56 4.744 .142 4.466 5.022
441 or under 4.383 .147 4.095 4.672
Radio 1 over 70 4.583 .152 4.285 4.882
2 between 57-69 4.159 .144 3.876 4.442
3 between 42-56 4.109 .131 3.851 4.366
441 or under 3.842 .136 3.575 4.109
Word of mouth 1 over 70 3.969 .195 3.586 4.352
2 between 57-69 4.075 .185 3.712 4.437
3 between 42-56 4.132 .168 3.802 4.462
441 or under 4.292 .174 3.949 4.634
The Chi-square test of independence for future marketing strategies (Question C6) and respondents' age
(Question D11)
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missinq Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
LA carnpaiqn " Age (Binned) 549 76.7% 167 23.3% 716 100.0%
Word of mouth * Aqe (Binned) 485 67.7% 231 32.3% 716 100.0%
Don't mind * Age (Binned) 425 59.4% 291 40.6% 716 100.0%
LA campaign· Age (Binned)
Crosstab I
Aqe (Binned)
1 over 70 2 between 3 between 4410r Total
57-69 42-56 under
LA 1 Count 65 56 55 41 217
campaign % within LA camp 30.0% 25.8% 25.3% 18.9% 100.0%
% within Aqe (Binned) 47.1% 45.2% 35.7% 30.8% 39.5%
% of Total 11.8% 10.2% 10.0% 7.5% 39.5%
2 Count 35 28 31 27 121
% within LA camp 28.9% 23.1% 25.6% 22.3% 100.0%
% within Aqe (Binned) 25.4% 22.6% 20.1% 20.3% 22.0%
% of Total 6.4% 5.1% 5.6% 4.9% 22.0%
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3 Count 16 16 25 21 78
% within LA camp 20.5% 20.5% 32.1% 26.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 11.6% 12.9% 16.2% 15.8% 14.2%
% of Total 2.9% 2.9% 4.6% 3.8% 14.2%
4 Count 16 12 19 26 73
% within LA camp 21.9% 16.4% 26.0% 35.6% 100.0%
% within Aaa (Binned) 11.6% 9.7% 12.3% 19.5% 13.3%
%ofTolal 2.9% 2.2% 3.5% 4.7% 13.3%
5 Count 4 9 15 13 41
% within LA camD 9.8% 22.0% 36.6% 31.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 2.9% 7.3% 9.7% 9.8% 7.5%
%ofTotai .7% 1.6% 2.7% 2.4% 7.5%
6 Count 0 0 5 4 9
% within LA camp .0% .0% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0%
% within AgelBinned) .0% .0% 3.2% 3.0% 1.6%
%ofTolal .0% .0% .9% .7% 1.6%
7 Count 2 3 4 1 10
% within LA camp 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 10.0% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 1.4% 2.4% 2.6% .8% 1.8%
% of Total .4% .5% .7% .2% 1.8%
Total Count 138 124 154 133 549
% within LA camp 25.1% 22.6% 28.1% 24.2% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 25.1% 22.6% 28.1% 24.2% 100.0%
Chl-Sau .... T....
Value df Asvmp. Sia. (2-slded)
Pearson ChR)auare 30.098- 18 .037
Likelihood Ratio 34.430 18 .011
Linear-by-Linear Association 16.544 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 549
a. 8 cells (28.6%) have exoected count less than 5. The minimum exoected count Is 2.03 .
...........
Value Approx. SIa.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .234 .037
Cramer's V .135 .037
N of Valid Cases 549
Wonl of mouth • Aoe fBlnnedJ
Croutab I
Agel Binned)
10ver 2betw8en 3betw8en 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Word of 1 Count 18 13 19 15 85
mouth % within Word of mouth 27.7% 20.0% 29.2% 23.1% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 15.9% 11.5% 14.2% 12.0% 13.4%
% of Total 3.7% 2.7% 3.9% 3.1% 13.4%
2 Count 23 20 22 12 rt
% within Word of mouth 29.9% 26.0% 28.6% 15.6% 100.0%
% within Age (BInned) 20.4% 17.7% 16.4% 9.6% 15.9%
%ofTotai 4.7% 4.1% 4.5% 2.5% 15.9%
3 Count 21 15 16 15 67
% within Word of mouth 31.3% 22.4% 23.9% 22.4% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 18.6% 13.3% 11.9% 12.0% 13.6%
%ofTotai 4.3% 3.1% 3.3% 3.1% 13.8%
4 Count 11 12 14 20 57
% within Word of mouth 19.3% 21.1% 24.6% 35.1% 100.0%
% within /IJ;J§_ (BInned) 9.7% 10.8% 10.4% 16.0% 11.8%
%ofTotai 2.3% 2.5% 2.9% 4.1% 11.8%
5 Count 12 18 14 20 82
% within Word of mouth 19.4% 25.6% 22.6% 32.3% 100.0%
% within Age (BInned) 10.8% 14.2% 10.4% 18.0% 12.6%
%ofTotai 2.5% 3.3% 2.9% 4.1% 12.8%
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6 Count 17 33 38 34 122
% within Word of mouth 13.9% 27.0% 31.1% 27.9% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 15.0% 29.2% 28.4% 27.2% 25.2%
% of Total 3.5% 6.8% 7.8% 7.0% 25.2%
7 Count 11 4 11 9 35
% within Word of mouth 31.4% 11.4% 31.4% 25.7% 100.0%
% within Aae (Binned) 9.7% 3.5% 8.2% 7.2% 7.2%
%ofTotal 2.3% .8% 2.3% 1.9% 7.2%
Total Count 113 113 134 125 485
% within Word of mouth 23.3% 23.3% 27.6% 25.8% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0'" 100.0%
%ofTotai 23.3% 23.3% 27.6% 25.8'" 100.0%
Chi-SQuare Testa
Value df Asymp. SJg,j_2-sided_l
Pearson Chi-Square 22.56_1"_ 18 .208
Likelihood Ratio 23.720 18 .164
Linear-bv-linear Association 5.665 1 .017
N of Valid Cases 485
a. 0 cells (.0%) have elmAdAft count less than 5. The minimum exj)8(:ted count Is 8.15 .
..... u....
Value ~x.SIg.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .216 .208
Cramer's V .125 .208
N of Valid Cases 485
Don't mind • Age (Binned}
Croutab
Aoe (Binned)
10ver 2between 3between 4410r Total
70 57-69 42-56 under
Don't 1 Count 32 29 25 22 108
mind '" within Don't mind 29.6'" 26.9% 23.1% 20.4% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 31.1% 27.4'" 24.3% 19.5% 25.4%
% of Total 7.5'" 6.B'" 5.9% 5.2"- 25.4%
2 Count 6 4 5 3 1B
% within Don't mind 33.3'" 22.2% 27.8'" 16.7% 100.0%
% within Age (Binned) 5.8% 3.B'" 4.9% 2.7% 4.2%
'" of Total 1.4'" .9% 1.2"- .7% 4.2'"
3 Count 4 3 3 1 11
% within Don't mind 36.4'" 27.3'" 27.3'" 9.1% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 3.9% 2.B'" 2.9% .9% 2.6%
'" of Total .9'" .7'" .7% .2"- 2.6%
4 Count 2 2 4 2 10
% within Don't mind 20.0% 20.0% 40.0'" 20.0% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 1.9% 1.9% 3.9% 1.8% 2.4%
% of Total .5% .5% .9% .5% 2.4%
5 Count 8 3 3 6 20
'" within Don't mind 40.0% 15.0% 15.0% 30.0% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 7.8% 2.8% 2.9% 5.3% 4.7%
% of Total 1.9% .7% .7% 1.4% 4.7%
6 Count 12 13 5 11 41
% within Don't mind 29.3% 31.7% 12.2% 26.8% 100.0%
% within Aoe (Binned) 11.7% 12.3% 4.9% 9.7% 9.8%
% of Total 2.8% 3.1% 1.2% 2.6% 9.6%
7 Count 39 52 58 68 217
'" within Don't mind 18.0% 24.0% 26.7% 31.3% 100.0%
% within Aae 37.9% 49.1% 56.3% 60.2% 51.1%
'" of TOIaI 9.2% 12.2% 13.6% 16.0% 51.1%
Total Count 103 106 103 113 425
% within Don't mind 24.2% 24.9% 24.2% 26.6% 100.0%
% within Aoe (BInned) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%ofTotai 24.2% 24.9% 24.2% 26.6% 100.0%
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Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. C2-slded)
Pearson Chi-Square 21.12T 18 .273
Likelihood Ratio 22.013 18 .231
Linear-by-Linear Association 8.657 1 .003
N of Valid Cases 425
a. 15 cells (53.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum exoected count Is 2.42 •
..... u....
Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi .223 .273
Cramer's V .129 .273
N of Valid Cases 425
353
w
)(
:0c:
Q)
Q.
Q.-c
00w
~
I
&:-
& "0 "0 "0 8 8
"0
8 8 8 ~
"iCD CD CD CD
~ "fi i "fi J::. i~ ~ o ca ~ j~ "i ~ "i "0 ~ i "i "i
~ i i t: i ~ ICD "§ .! .! "§ 1 .! .! "§ "§& "fi " "5i~ " "5 '0 '0 "5 "5 "5 '0 '0 '0 "5 ~ "0e ~ E ~ E ~ E ~ "0 "0 ~ ~ ~ ~ E i ~ "0 li "0 ~ ~ "0 ~ E ECD ~ ~ ~ c e ~ ~ ~ c c ~ ~ e ~ ~A. a Cl) c c w w c c C u, W u: W W
en It)
~
en I~ It) i It) gIco It) §§* 8gI8~ I§~ ~
en !iof ~ g ~
l"- I"- ~ I"- ~en en en en..... ..... ;;;; ..... ..... :b ..... :b ;!: ~
..... ..... ..... ..... .....
~
N ..... ..... !J! ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ~
.....g I Cl ~ I ~ ~ ,.!. ! ! cJ, ! ~ I i ! ,.!. I ~&~ ..... I"- ..... .....g co CO') I"- ~ I"- ~ co ~ ~ m ~ 8 ~en en en en en en CJ) CJ) CJ) en D.. D.. en D.. en D.. en enc(A. ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... N ..... ..... .....
• I~ I~I~~ E EE
! J!! J!! J!!
~
"0
...
~ I~ "0 "0 "0 "0 ~ "0 "0 "0IJ II "0 "0 « II J Ji ~ .~ ~ ~ "0 ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ;g I~ .~ ;g g I~ ~ ~ ~0 ic :se .~ ~ ! ~ -s E -s ~~ ~ ~ I~I~~ :se :si! It -s E ~0
~
0 ~ ~ ~ ~
CD 0. .§ .§ ~
CD i~ .9 E E E E c E ~E E E E E E E E E c Ew w w a: w w ::::l w a:w w w w w w w w W ::::l W
It)
~
It) It) It) It) It)
~ ~ ~
It) It)
~ i i ~ iI :g ~ i8 :g S le§§ It)~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I"- ~ It) ~CJ) en CJ) en CJ) en..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... .....
~
..... ..... ..... ..... ..... .....i
..... ..... .....i
..... .....
I J:, I I I I I I J:, tb I I ~ ~ ~ ~
I I I I I I I I I..... ..... i ..... ..... ..... i i i ..... ..... i ..... ..... ~
..... ..... .....
CO') I"- ~ ~ It) I"- ~ ~ ~ It) s It) I"- ~ ~en CJ) en CJ) en CJ) .5 CJ) CJ) CJ) CJ) CJ)• ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... .....l c::::l
... .!! CD .!! .!! .!! .!! .!! CD .!! .!! -I .!! J!•
~" ~ .!! Q) Q) .!! ca ca ~ ~ ~ Q) ~ 'ii ~ Ii ~ Q) .!! .!! ~ IIc E ~ ~ Q) .!! Q) E• Q) Q) ca i ~ ca Q) ~ ~ ~ 'ii ~ 'ii ca CD Q) Q) i ca ca" lL lL ~ ~ lL ~ ~ ~ lL ~ ~ lL lL ~ ~ ~ ~
I
~ i ii ~ IIIIE .. It! :9 ~ =; -; =; .0r ~ 0 i ~ i ii.D E ID I ... .. I~ .!! ~ ~A. - ~ ... .e :s! .!! .e .e :s! .Dl;g ~ ~~ .! ::J li i :8 i ~ i :8 .g ~ w• i ~ l- t! a:.E 111=_g '3 ....D Q) Ig I!i1ii11:; :;1iiic c Ii11 I~ J ~ .80 ~ I~ j C cS I 81 ~ :::J ~ ca ca ca ca caA- lL 13 ::J J
0 x gIic en ~ I!l !!1l l ~ i11Cl ., a S ~ Ig1: E c D.. .e E C) ... J I.§.I~I~I~I_i 1i3 I~ 11I~11la la~ 8 ID ~ ~ ~ x cS j ~ ~ ~• g ~ c c c c: c: c: an aD anA. w 0 w w w w w w w w w
I!i I! I! I!! E "E J
~ Eii
E
I"E J
E "EIJI~ E ~I
E EjIE J
E
cC I~ ~ ~I ~III! ~ J ~ JJ J Jj ~ f= f= f= ~ ~
•• ..... N CO') ~ It) co ,... CD CJ) 0 .... N ('I) ~ II) co ,... co CJ) 0 ..... ~ CO') ~ ~ :El I"- ~..... .... ..... ..... ..... ..... .... .... ..... ..... N N N NI
I
~s·cO_z
w
"~
'Uc:
Q)c..c..-c
Il)
Il)
('t)
!. "0 "0 "i "0 "0 "i ~CD CD CD CD CD
~ -£ -£ -£ -£ .s::. iE o ~~ ~ "0 ~ "0 "i ~ ~ "0 01"i "i ~
"0 "i "0 "0 .!1
"0
CD CD CD .s::. CD CD CD CD
"0 -£ "0 -£ -5 "0 "0 .s::. .!! -5 -5 "0 .s::. iJ -5 "0 '0 -5CD i o Et:L "e ~ "e ~ ~ E "e :c ~ ~ E ~ ~ "0 ~e iii CD CD CD ~ 0 ~ ~ CD C ~A. u:: Cl) 0 Cl) 0 0 Cl) 0 :::E 0 0 Cl) w
~
en CD ~ It) i It) i§i ~ i CD en It) N It) 8 ~ ~ § It)
'Si
N ~ ..... ..... ~ N .....ISi .....en CD en en en en en~ ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ~ :b ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ~ ..... ~ ..... .....I ~ ~ r-!. ~ I ~ ! ~ I I r-!. r-!. I ~ r-!.CDg .. ..... ..... ~ ..... ~-c~ ~ ~ D.. ..... ~ ~ ~ 0 ~CD en en en en en CD CD 0 CDat~ 0 ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..- ..- ..... ..... ..- ..- N ..... ..... ..... .....<CA. 0
(I)
~
~ "e- J!!•.. ...
Cl) iu "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 "0 1~ 1"0E "0 ~ ~ ~ ~ "0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ "0 g ~0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 ~c "9 "9 Q. ~ "90 ~
~ ~ ~ ~u CD E E E E ~ E E E E E
E E E E E E E
w Ix: w W w w w w w w w w w w w w w w
It) 0 It) R It) It) It) It) ~ :5 i ~ :g :g It) It) ~ It) 0 le § It)~ ..... ~ ~ ~ ~ ..... ~ ..... ~ Si It)en CD en en CD en en CD en..... ..... ..- ..... ..- ..... ..... ..- ..- ..- ..- ..... ..- ..... ..... ..... ..- ..- ..... ..... ..... ....
I cb I I I I I I ~ !i~ I I I I ~ I i I I Ii ..... CD ~ ..- ~ ..- ..- .......... ..- ..- ..... ..-~ ~~ (") ..... It) ~~ ..... ~ ..... It)en CD CD CD CD CD CD en en
CD ..... ..... ..- ..- ..- .......... ..- ..... ..... ..... ..- ..- .......... ..... ..- ..... ..... ..... ..... .....
at
<C
~ .9! CD CD .9! .9! .!! CD ~I .9!CD '"iii '"iii ~" as CD CD CD .!! CD ~ CD as CD CD CD· _!! .!! .!! asc E iii E '"iii iii ~ iii '"iii E '"iii '"iii -E E ECD CD CD ~ If as CD If as as If ~ IfC) lL :::E lL :::E :::E lL :::E lL :::E :::E :::E :::ElL :::E :::E
CD I~ ~ ~ g g IIIE c c I g cE i N N i I IiI! ; c ~ c ~ ; ;; :; ; i i ce '3 .s::. .s::. '3 iiI i ii .s j(I) 0 CD ~ .!! (I) .!! CD I~I~.s .! :c .0 ... .s .s ... .0 .s :t= 2.i .sA. :2
~
~ .9! :2 _!! :2 :2 J "0 J t• ~ i w w .g (5 ~ i ~ :g i 1.g ~ :::J .g ~ rJ rJ ~.5 Ix: 0:: .0 as.. :;-- -- :; :;
~ ~
:;
~
:; :;:;1:;1:;:; ~~J :::J~ :::J ~c .8 .8 .8.8 .8.8 .8 .8 .8 .8 .8.8 .8 .8.8i as • as as as as • as as as as as as as. as as as ca • caas!"0 i "0 "0 "0 !"0 !"0 !"0 i !~ i i i i i i ~t:L ! ~ ! ! ! ! !"is
1: "~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .~~ ~• c c c c c c c c c c c c c c c c c an c c c cA. W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W w
r! r! j
• E E E ~ E ~ E E EJ E E E E E E E E! § 2 2 j g j "E ~ J ~JJJJJJJ"j• 8 81 f ~ ~III
~
ID ID ID .J: .s: ~ /! d ~0 0 0 .... 0 .... 0 0
~ ~
N et) ~
10 U) ,... GO (»0en ~ ..- N (") ~ It) cc ,... ~ ~ •••• .10• (1) N (") (") (") (") (") (") •••I
CD
~.s.cO_z
Appendix E
Questions about Existing Programmes for Programmes' Participants and Non-
participants:
Q1. How did you end up on the EEAC's
database?
Q2. Have you seen any energy saving
advertising?
Q3. In your opinion which government
intervention campaigns (if any) make you
stop and think about your actions?
Q4.What measure did you enquire about?
QS. Were your expectations met?
Q6. What about the advice and education
programmes? Any issues there?
Q7. How did you intent to pay for the
programme?
Q8. When considering participating in a
programme with a grant, in your opinion,
was the level of the grant adequate?
Q9. Were there any other issues you did
not like about the funding?
Q10. Did the programme you were
interested in have any qualifying eligibility
criteria?
Q11. If the programme had eligibility
requirements, how did they affect you?
012. How were you expected to apply for
the programme?
Q13. How did you find the application
requirements?
014. Were you expected to carry out any
preparation work before any measure
could have been installedlwork carried
out?
015. Thinking about the issues that we
have discussed, what had the greatest
impact on your decision?
Questions About Existing for Programmes' Participants Only:
Q16. What was your experience with the
works that you have had done/measures
that you have received?
Q17. After all was done, did you recaive
any form of follow up queries?
Questions about Future Programmes for Programmes' Participants and Non-
participants:
01. How would you improve current
awareness raising of programmes?
02. How would you improve the measures
that programmes offer?
03. How would you improve/change the
funding of programmes?
04. How would you improve/change the
eligibility criteria of programmes?
as. How would you improve/change the
application methods of programmes?
06. How would you improve/change the
preparation work of programmes?
07. How would you improve the work of
programmes?
08. How would you improve/change the
aftercare of programmes?
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Appendix F: Transcripts of Study Participants' Interviews
experiences with existing Programmes
Energy Interviewee'sProgrammes' Question Interviewee's Response IDFeature
I have received a letter from the 1.5.6.21.24.
council about Warm Front. so I 26, 29. 43. 45,
phoned them. 48
I have walked past a stand where 2,7,9,10.11,
the councilor someone was given 13, 15, 16.23,
away light bulbs and filling in those 27,28,31,32,
home energy checks. 35, 36, 38, 39,
Q1. How did you end up 41 44It is such a long time ago I can't 17,19,22,25,on the EEAC's even remember. 34 40database? After reading an advert in a journal. 3.123042
I have received a leaflet with all the 8, 14, 18, 20,
other junk mail. But because I 47,49
wanted to do something to save
some money on my ever-
increasing fuel bill I have phoned
them.
I wanted to do something so I 4,33,37.46,
called EEAC without prompt. 50
No 1.2.3.8.9.10.
Awareness 12, 13, 14, 15,
Raising Avenues 16, 18, 19, 20,
21,23,26,27,
Q2. Have you seen any 28,29,30,31,
energy saving 32, 33, 34, 35,
advertising? 36,38,40,41,
42. 43, 45. 46,
47,50
Ves 4,7,11,17,22,
25 37 39,48
Drink and drive. 1,2,4,6.10,
16, 19, 21, 24,
26, 28, 30, 33,
Q3. In your opinion 37,41,43,47,
which government 48
intervention campaigns Stop Smoking 7,13,21,25,
(if any) make you stop 27 34 40,50
and think about your Health campaigns with fear factor - 3,4,8,11,12,
actions? aids or cancer 14, 15, 18,20,
21, 22, 24, 29,
31.32,35.36,
38,3944,45
Loft Insulation 1,5,11.21,36,
43,46
Cavity insulation 1,4.5,6,8,48,
Measures 04. What measure did 49you enquire about? Boller 14, 19. 25. 35.
39
Double glazing 24, 26, 32, 42,
45
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Experiences with existing Programmes
Energy
Interviewee'sProgrammes' Question Interviewee's Response IDFeature
Renewable energy technology 3, 12,27,28,
31,33,50
Solid wall 18,23,30,37,
41,47
Insulation for block of flats 17,20,29,38
CFL from council 2 9
Received CFL from energy 10
provider, but did not ask for them
EducationJinformation 7,13,15
Energy audit needed for the sale of 16,44
my property
Don't know/can't remember 22 34 40
Ves 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7,8,9,11,12,
13, 14, 15, 16
No - no programme existed to help 17, 18, 19,20,
me 23, 24, 25, 26,
29, 30, 32, 35,
37,38,39,41,
Q5.Were your 42,45,47
expectations met? No - I did not want any more light 10
bulbs and how many of the same
type of light bulbs can one person
have anYwaY?
No - it was too expensive even 21,22,27,28,
after the grant 31,33,34,36,
43,44,46,48,
49,50
I can hardly see the point. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
8,9,12,14,15,
16,19,20,22,
23, 24, 25, 26,
30,31,32,33,
34, 35, 38, 39,
Q6. What about the 40,41,42,44,
advice and education 45, 46, 48,49,
programmes? Any 50
issues there? I would only do It If selling my 4,5,6,8,11,
house. 16,24,25,29,
42,44 50
The details on the labels are too 2,3,6,8,9,10,
complicated. 14,15,21,22
26, 27, 30, 33,
34,45,47,49
Itwas free 1,2,5,7,9,10,
13.15
It offered a grant 3, 4, 6, 8, 11,
12, 14,27,28,
Q7. How did you intent 33, 36, 46, 49,
Funding to pay for the 50
programme? I would had to pay the tun price 16,18,20,23,
24. 26, 29. 30,
31.32.35,37,
38,39.41,42.
44 45.47
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~nces with ExIstIng Programm ..
Energy
Interviewee·.Programmes' Question Interviewee'. R.. pon ..
IDFeature
I thought I would get it free 21,43,48
Q8.When considering Ves 3,4,6,8, ii,
12, 14participating in a
Ves - but I did not trust the source 36,46,49programme with a
of the grant. Why would energygrant, in your opinion,
companies invest in energy saving,was the level of the
grant adequate? it does not fit.
No 28 27 33 50
I did not lika where the money was 4, 6, 21, 36, 43,
coming from. Why would utility 46,48,49
want us to save energy?
Almost everything cen be paid for 3,8, ii, 12, 14,
Q9.Were there any in instalments or credits, why not 27,30,31,32,
energy afficiency? Who has that 33,50othar issues you did not
kind of money ~front?like about the funding?
The grant was so small but they 3, 12,27,28,
have expected you to do so much 33,50
work for it. It just was not worth it.
None 1,2,5,7,9,10,
13, 15 16
Ves - benefits 1 5 21 43 48
Ves - bringing my property to a 27,28,31,50
Q10. Did the higher VI .... yy efficiency standard
programme you were Ves - finding an 3, 12, 14,27,
interested in have any installerltechnology 28 31 33 50
qualifying eligibility No 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9,
criteria? 10, ii, 13, 15,
16, 36, 44, 46,
49
Eligibility Criteria I was not eligible because my 21,48
income/pension was too high.
I was put off by the complexity of 27, 28, 31, 33,
Q11. If the programma the task - having to find an installer 50
and the technology.had eligibility
I couldn't believe the amount of 3,12,27,28,requirements, how did ......, for such a small gatn. 3350they affect you?
I was expected to pay for the boHer 14
and then claim retrospectively, It
presented too much hassle.
None 1,5,43
I would have to ftliin an application 4, 13,27,28,
form online. 3350
I had to telephone the EEAC line 6,8, 11,31,36,
and someone came out to assess 43,46,48,49
Q12. How were you mvhouse.
I had to telephone the 1,5,16,44
Application expected to apply for instalerlprogramrne provider line
Methods the programme? and someone came out to assess
my house.
I could have ftl in a form and post 3,12,14
It.
There was no~ication method. 2791Q.15
Q13. How did you find Itwas very easy and 1,3,4,8,16,
the stra·_L .... 31....
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Interviewee·.Programmes' Question Interviewee'. Response
Feature ID
requirements? The application was long winded 13,14.27.28,
and complicated. 50
The time that lapsed between 3, 5, 12, 21, 33,
application and a response from 36,43,48
the programme was too long.
The times that appointments were 11,21,36,43,
cancelled were one too many. 49
I did not appreciate the way I was 6,43,44,46
~kento.
Yes - I would have had to clear the 1,5,11.21.36.
Q14. Were you loft 43.46
expected to carry out Yes -I would have had to improve 27,28.31,50
any preparation work the energy efficiency of my house
Preparation Work before any measure Yes - I would have had to find an 3, 12, 14,27,
could have been ~roved installerltechn~ 28,31,33,50
installedlwork carried No 2,4,6,7,8,9,
out? 10. 13. 15. 16.
44.48,49
AR avenues: positively -
Negatively -
Measures: positively 3 6 8 12
Negatively 17. 18, 19,20,
22, 23, 24, 25.
26, 29, 30, 34,
35,37,38,39,
40,41,42,45,
Q15. Thinking about the 46 47
issues that we have Funding: positively 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8,
discussed. what had the Negatively 9. 11 1~ 14
greatest impact on your 16,21,27.28.
decision? 33.36,43.46,
48,49 50
Eligibility criteria: positively -
N~-"':!'T 21_._3348
Application methods: positively -
N . ... -
Preparation work: positively -
Negatively 14.21,27.28.
36i_50
The workmen were efficient. 1.5.7.14
worked fast and cleaned up after
themselves.
The workmen were late. massy 4.6.11
Q16. What was your and somewhat rude.I have received yet another lot of 10experience with the
~ of light bulbs.Works works that you have
I have signed up to educational 7.13.15.16had doneImeasures that
you have received? campaign and received some
confusing reports that did not
motivate me to do anything about
it.
The wor1cmen explained clearly 3, 12
how the technology works.
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Interviewee·.Programmes' Question Intervlewee's Response
Feature ID
I don't really know what I have 7,15
gained from participating in this
programme.
Someone phoned me to ask if I 1,5,6,8,11
Q17. After all was done, was happy with the
Aftercare did you receive any workslworkmen.form of follow up No 2, 3, 4, 7,9, 10,
queries? 12, 13, 14, 15,
16
Design of Future Home Energy Ell Program .....
Energy Interviewee'.Programmes' Question Intervl .... •• Respon .. IDFeature
I presume there are problems 2,3,4,6,13,
elsewhere, but I can only relate 15, 17, 18, 19,
to here. So, images from 20, 21, 22, 23,
somewhere far away won't do 24,25,26,27,
any good. 28,29,30,31,
32, 34, 35, 36,
38,39,41,43,
44,46,50
Include energy conservation in 2,3,5,7,10,
programmes such as 12,13,16,21,
Eastenders. 22, 25, 26, 28,
32, 33, 34, 38,
43 47
Show in campaigns the link 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8,
between money saving and 9,10,11,12,
energy conservation, 13,16,18,21,
24, 25, 26, 27,
Q1. How would you 28, 29, 30, 32,33, 35, 36, 37,Awareness Raising improve current 39,40,45,46,Avenues awareness raising of 4850programmes?
Involve manufacturers and make 2,7,10,11,
them design producls that are 13, 16, 18,20,
better, more eftIcIent and more 26,29,32,35,
convenient to tum off 38,49
Use champion someone like 1,4,6,7,8,9,
Jamie Oliver la championing 13, 16, 18, 20,
food, but make energy somehow 22, 25, 27, 29,
more exciting/appealing. 31, 32, 33, 35,
36,38,40,41,
47 49
Create local show homes, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9,
maybe one in each town. 10, 13, 14, 16,
19, 20, 21, 22,
23, 24, 25, 27,
28, 29, 30, 31,
32, 33, 35, 37,
38,43,45,46
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Energy
Interviewee·.Programmes' Question Intervl .... •• Response IDFeature
Encourage programmes to be 4,5,7,8,9,
adopted by the whole 10,11,12,13,
street/community. 15, 16, 19,20,
21, 22, 23, 24,
27,28,29,31,
32,33,35,37,
39,42,48
When you take part in one 1,3,4,7,9,
programme, provide information 10,11,12,14,
about other things you can do. 15, 17, 19,20,
Close the loop. 22, 23, 26, 27,
28, 29, 31, 34,
37, 38, 41, 42,
44
Energy conservation should be 1,4,5,8,9,
encouraged at work. 10,11,13,15,
16,17,19,21,
24, 25, 26, 28,
34, 37, 38, 49,
50
Link technology with education, 1,3,5,7,8,9,
as information and education 10,11,12,15,
programmes achieve very little, I 18, 19,20, 23,
think. 24, 25, 26, 27,
29, 30, 33, 36,
38, 39, 43, 45,
47
Train the staff of EEACs better - 3,7,9,10,11,
ensure they really provide 12, 13, 15, 16,
Impartial advice and conduct 23,31
their businesses in a DOIIteway.
There are too many programmes 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,
and too many telephone 10,11,12,14,
numbers, streamline the 15, 17, 18, 19,
programmes through councils 20, 22, 23, 25,
and let them provide the correct 26, 27, 29, 30,
information. 33, 34, 35, 38,
42,44,47,48,
50
Offer something that goes 2,4,6,10,12,
beyond the obvious - special 14,21,24,27,
technology, very old properties, 28,29,31,33,
listed properties etc. 34,35,39,41,
02. How would you 42, 43, 46, 47,
50Measures improve the measures Incraaae the variety of things on 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9,that programmes offer? offer. 10,11,13,17,
19, 20, 21, 22,
23. 24, 26, 28,
29. 33, 34. 35,
37,39,40,41,
43 45 48,49
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Energy
Interviewee'.Programmes' Question Interviewee'. Response
Feature ID
Provide better information on 8,10,11,12,
how to use the newty installed 13, 16, 18,20,
technology to maximum potential 24, 26, 27, 28,
in a better, more user friendly 30,31,35,36,
way. 37 43 44 45
Provide a tailor-made LA energy 2,3,4,5,7,8,
assessment and suggest how 9,10,11,12,
and what needs to be done with 13, 14, 15, 16,
cost and levels of subsequent 19,20,22,23,
energy savings. 24, 25, 31, 32,
35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40, 42, 43,
44,49,50
Increase grants levels. 2,3,4,6,7,9,
11,13,14,15,
17, 18, 19,20,
22, 23, 24, 26,
27,28,29,30,
31,32,33,35,
a3. How would you 36,37,38,39,40,41,42,44,Funding improve/change the 45,46,47,49,funding of programmes? 50
Allow payments from savings. 8,12,16,21,
25,34,43,48
Create better green loans and 8, 12, 16,21,
allow tICIY '''''' t by instalments. 25,43,48
Remove hidden costs. 4,6,11,22,
36 4:t_49
04. How would you Broaden eligibilItY a1teria. 21 4:t_46, 48
Eligibility Criteria improve/change the Make them less complicated and 3, 14, 22, 27,
eligibility criteria of complex. 28,31,33,34,
programmes? 48,50
Remove some of the 1,3,4,11,14,
unnecessary things - there is 22,26,27,28,
already too many hoops to jump 31, 33, 34, 48,
through. 49,50
Enable application through more 3,6,8,11,12,
means - e.g. websites 14,31,36,43,
46,48,49
Speed up the response times - it 1,5,16,44
as. How would you takes too long to find out
Application improve/change the whether your application is
Methods application methods of successful.
programmes? Ensure that the homeowners are 2,3,4,7,9,
informed about the progress of 11,13,14,15,
their application. 17,22,28,31,
32, 33, 35, 36,
37,39,40,41,
45 46 49,50
Remove small print 1,4,6,11,22,
28, 36, 43, 46,
49
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Energy Interviewee'sProgrammes' Question Interviewee's Response IDFeature
Work with local councils to offer 1,8,11,21,43
a6. How would you the clearing up of lofts for those
improve/change the who need help.Preparation Work preparation work of Assign a dedicated person who 3,27,35,44,
programmes? will help navigate through the 50amount of research and
paperwork filling.
Make sure that they tidy up after 1,4,5,6,8, 14
a7. How would you themselves and take care of ourions.Works improve the work of Inform homeowners in timely 3,5,6,8,14programmes? fashion whenIIf the works are
being edlcancelled.
Instead of just asking about the 4,6,8,14
a8. How would you wori<manship ask whether thehomeowner understandslknows
Aftercare improve/change the how to use it.aftercare of Provide information on what else 2, 3,4, 5,6, 8,programmes? I could doIhow else I could save 15
energy.
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